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CASHIRE & YORKSHIRE ACCIDENT 
INSURANCE COMPANY, Lr. 
HEAD OFFICE: 30, BROWN STREET, MANCHESTER. 


Established 1877. Capital, £200,000. 


This COMPANY’S GUARANTEE BONDS are accepted by 

HLM. COURTS OF CHANCERY and BOARD OF TRADE, and by 
; all Departments of H.M. Government. 

MORTGAGE and DEBENTURE INSURANCE. 
| The ‘CLIMAX ” POLICY of the Company provides against 
ACCIDENTS —ILLNESS— PERMANENT DISABLEMENT, 4c. 
fapital Sums Assured under the Policy are added to annually under a 
CUMULATIVE BONUS SCHEME. 











Policies are also issued indemnifying Employers in relation to the Work- 
men’s Compensation Acts, 1897-1900, the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, 
‘and at Common Law, and Public Liability (Third Party) Risks. 

R, KENNEDY MITCHELL, Manager and Secretary. 


COUNTY FIRE OFFICE. 


FOUNDED 1807. 


50, REGENT ST., W., anp 14, CORNHILL, E.C., LONDON. 
THE PREMIUM oe of this Office is derived from Home Business only, no 


fee RET E SYSTEM ot the County Fire Orricr offers an important advantage 
i Insurances to Policyholders who continue insured in the Office. 
OF PROPOSAL and full particulars as to Rares and the Apvanraces offered 
by the “ Coury ” may be obtained upon application. 
IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of x 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
i LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 
Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
. special valuation and at low rates. 











B. E. RATLIFFE, Secretary. 
To see that the Insurance Covenantsinclude a policy covering the risk of 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 





LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED 1836. 


oe 
£ 4,400,000 

£ 600,000 

£ 2,000,000 

£ 16,000,000 





FUNDS : : - 
INCOME - - - 
YEARLY BUSINESS - 
BUSINESS IN FORCE - 


Td PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wrrnovr Prorrrts. 
The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate 








“Age Premium 
£17 8%, 


‘Age Premium | Age Premium 
20 30 116%, | 40 | £2 10%, 
£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 


According to last results. 
Valuation at 24 p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 





Duration | 10 yrs. 20 yrs. | 30 yrs. 40 yrs. 
| Amount of Policy | 1,199 | 61438 | £1,724 | £3,067 

Full information on application to ae 
THE MANAGER, 10, FLEET STREET, LONDON, 
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Current Topics. 


The Law Society and the Derby Meeting. 


Tue Prestpent of the Law Society, in his clear and well- 
expressed address at the meeting last week, alluded to the 
attitude of the Council on the subject of the resolutions passed 
at the recent meeting at Derby. He said that they were 
under the consideration of the Land Transfer Committee of the 
Council, and that the Council were now considering what was to 
be done in order to carry out the common object which 
they all had at heart, and which had been expressed at the 
meeting at Derby. And he added that the announcement made 
by Mr. Gzratp Batrour did not either lull them to sleep or 
induce them to abstain from pursuing, “in every way in which 
they lawfully and properly could,” their opposition to this system 
of compulsory registration. The words between inverted commas, 
like Mr. Geratp Batrour’s celebrated ‘‘ present intention,” are, 
we fear, significant. No one wants the Council to act “ unlaw- 
fully ” in opposing the extension of the system, but Mr. Reprarg 
and his followers do most earnestly wish them to act, 
as they consider, ‘‘ properly ”—that is, to do nothing until the 
Bill for extending the system has been introduced. We regret that 
this qualification should have appeared in the otherwise satis- 
factory statement of the President. Still more is it to be regretted 
that he should have subsequently rather gone out of his way to 
suggest that Mr. Gzratp Batrour’s presence at the Leeds 
dinner, and his statement there, were ‘‘simply a fortuitous co- 
incidence.” Does he mean to suggest that Mr. Batrour’s state- 
ment was made without any instigation by, or communication 
with, the authorities concerned with the Land Registry? If so, 
what value is to be attached to his statement? Both in this 
remark and in Sir A. Roxtrt’s speech there rather peeps out an 
apprehension lest it should be considered that the Derby meeting 
had done what the Council had failed to do. But most soliditors 
will consider that this is the real fact. 


Vox et Preeterea Nihil? 

WE veep hardly say that we have the fullest sympathy with 
the resolutions which were carried unanimously at the meeting 
of the Law Society last week demanding an inquiry into the 
success of the system of registration of title, and the 
revocation of the order extending the system to the City of 


14 





230 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Feb. 4, 1905, : 








London. - Nothing could be abler or more conclusive than the 
reasons urged by their proposers and seconders. But something 
more than resolutions is necessary. Practical men generally 
look rather beyond a mere pronouncement, and consider how it 
can be enforced. Is the Lord Chancellor in the least likely to 
be moved by mere resolutions of the Law Society? Is he atall 
likely to admit that as to both the matters referred to he has 
been guilty of a breach of faith? There can only be one answer 
to these questions. Remonstrance is useless unless it is 
backed by political influence. Yet we find a member 
of the Council, renowned as the apostle of compromise, 
solemnly deprecating the matter being made a _ party 
one. The matter should not, of course, be made a party one, 
but to say that political influence, consisting of representations 
to candidates on both sides at a General Election, should not be 
used to further the views which solicitors believe to be in the 
interests of their clients, is inane. It means that neither candi- 
dates nor voters shall be informed of the real truth as to the 
system of registration of title; and this, together with other 
remarks dropped at the meeting, would almost lead to the 
inference that the resolutions had been brought forward with a 
view to pacifying the country solicitors. We shall see whether 
the Yorkshire birds appreciate chaff in place of grain. 


Sir Francis Jeune. 


Tue rEsicnation of Sir Francis JEUNE causes a vacancy in an 
important judicial office which demands great qualities and 
which has not been conspicuously filled since Sir Jamzs Hannen 
retired from it. To an intimate knowledge of the diverse 
branches of law peculiar to the probate, divorce, and admiralty 
jurisdiction should be added the ability and personality 
necessary for presiding, when required, in the Court of Appeal. 
But it is the Divorce Court which brings the individual judge 
most forcibly into the eye of the public: and that alone requires 
a combination of characteristics very rarely to be found in one 
man. He should be a man of the world, having sufficient 
acquaintance with the worst sides of human nature to be 
shocked at nothing, and to track down perjury and 
lewdness like a sleuthhound. And, at the same time, he 
must be of a high moral standard, with reticence and 
strength and dignity adequate to impose decorum on the 
proceedings and to discharge the high functions of our only 
censor morum. Sir Francis Jevne’s promotion to a peerage is a 
satisfactory recognition that this court did not suffer in his hands. 
But it was fortunate for him that he did not immediately succeed 
the vastly more commanding personage of Sir James, afterwards 
Lord, Hannen. FRanois JEvNE at the bar was a competent and 
intelligent lawyer and gentleman, with no very marked ability 
or special strength of character. And it says much for his 
innate adaptability that, having been perhaps the best pushed 
man in England, he has succeeded through a long life, until 
disabled by illness, in adequately discharging the manifold duties 
of the diverse offices with which his good fortune has blessed 
him. His career must be a source of great satisfaction to the 
average English gentleman, with the quiet self-assurance of his 
class that he will always be equal to anything he can get. It is 
also a triumphant ¢z post facto justification of Lord Bracons¥rreLp 
in his delineation of the character and career of Endymion. 


The New President and Judge. 


As we go to press we learn that the vacancy has been filled by 
the normal promotion of Mr. Justice Gorett Barnzs, a judge of 
much more rugged strength than his predecessor, and much more 
learned in the special department of admiralty and commercial 
law. He will give more vigorous assistance to the Court of 
Appeal should he be called upon to preside there. But it may 
doubted whether he is notably endowed with such insight or 


imagination as to shine with the brilliance of some of the greater | 


lights who have ruled in the firmament of the Divorce Court. 
The appointment of Mr. Barcrave Deans, K.C., to the puisne 
judgeship will be very welcome to the practitioners in the court. 
It is a long time since a member of the bar of that division has 
been promoted directly to a judgeship there. Kxnnepy, Bucx- 
nitt, and Purtimorz, JJ., have gone to the King’s Bench 
Division. But Mr. Dzavz is the first, if we mistake not, since 
Sir Cuartzs Burt, who has gone direct to the bench of his own 





courts. He has had a large practice in those branches of thy 
practice which will enable him to supplement the special acquin. 
ments of the new President in admiralty, and is very popula 
there as a barrister. His laurels as a judge are yet to be won, 


The Solicitor-General. 


WE HAVE some difficulty, after referring to section 2 of th 
Judicature Act, 1891, in accepting the statement of the Ting 
that the office of President of the Probate, Divorce, anj 
Admiralty Division was, on the resignation of Sir FRranoy 
JzunE, offered to the Solicitor-General (Sir Epwarp Carsoy), 
By section 2 of the above-mentioned Act, whenever there is, 
vacancy in the office of a judge of the High Court who is Pre. 
dent of the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division thereof, 
it shall be lawful for his Majesty to appoint to that office » 
President of the said Division any person who is a barrister of 
not less than fifteen years’ standing or who is a judge of the 
High Court or of the Court of Appeal. Although Sir Epwar 
Carson was admitted to the Irish bar in 1877, he is only of 
eleven years’ standing at the English bar, having been called 
in April, 1893. The word “barrister ” in the section must, we 
think, be confined to members of the English bar, and the 
“ fifteen years’ standing ” must, therefore, be computed from 
their call to the English bar. 


Appeals in Bankruptcy. 

We print elsewhere a new bankruptcy rule which wil 
replace the provision as to restriction on appeals in bankru 
contained in rule 129 of the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886. That rule 
enacted (1) that, except by leave of the conrt, there should beno 
appeal to the Court of Appeal from any order made by consent, 
or as to costs only; (2) that, except by the like leave, ther 
should be no appeal from any order relating to property, when 
it was apparent from the proceedings that the value involved did 
not exceed £50; and (3) that no appeal should be brought in 
respect of an omission by the court to exercise a discretionary 
power, unless the court had expressly refused to exercise 
the power, either in its judgment or on application made 
at the hearing. The validity of imposing by rule any 
restriction on the right of appeal given by section 104 
of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, was contested in Re Ham 
(18 Q. B. D. 393), and the point was decided in favour of the 
rule. It may be noticed that the expression ‘“ Court of Appeal” 
as used in the rule includes any court to which appeals in bank- 
ruptcy lie, and, therefore, includes the Divisional Court. Rale 
129 is now redrafted so as to include cases (1) and (2) in the 
same clause, and so as in each case to enable an appeal to be 
brought with the leave of the Court of Appeal, as well as of the 
original court in bankruptcy. The drafting of the third pr- 
vision of rule 129 has been altered so as to give the right of 
appeal from an omission to exercise a discretionary power only 
when an application to exercise the power has been made to the 
court and has been refused. 


A Point of Private International Law. 


THE JUDGMENT delivered by Mr. Justice Kennepy on the I 1th 
of January in the case of Risdon Iron and Locomotive Works v. 
Furness will be read with interest, turning, as it does, upon a 
important question of private international law. The facts, 
stated briefly, were that the defendant was one of the principal 
shareholders in an English company, “The Copper King 
(Limited),” registered under the Companies Acts. By the 
memorandum of association the objects of the company wer 
the acquisition and working of mines and minerals in the United 
States of America, &c., and the directors were empowered 
appoint persons for the transaction of business abroad with such 
powers as might be necessary to enable the company’s operations 
to be validly carried on abroad. Some years ago the company 
(as was alleged) became indebted in San Francisco to the plait- 
tiffs, who were domiciled in California, for goods supplied t, 
and work done for, the company. The company was after 
wards wound up, and the plaintiffs commenced the presett 
action in this country against the defendant, claiming from him 
sum bearing thesame proportion to their claim as the amount of bis 
holding in the company bore to the total share capital of th 
company. The action was grounded on the Constitution ani 
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Civil Code of California, which provided that each stockholder of 
a corporation or joint stock association should be individually 
and personally liable for all the debts and liabilities which had 
been contracted during the time that he was a stockholder 
according to the proportion which his holding bore to the sub- 
scribed capital stock or shares of the corporation, and further, 
that no corporation organized outside the limits of the State 
should be allowed to transact business within the State on more 
favourable conditions than were prescribed by law to similar 
corporations organized under the law of the State. The question 
was whether these facts disclosed a sufficient cause of action 
against the defendant, and the learned judge,upon full considera- 
tion, decided that they did not. The ground of his decision was 


. that, while the company was authorized under its articles to carry 


on business in California, the liability of members was, as the 
memorandum of association expressly stated, limited, and that 
consequently a proceeding to enlarge the boundary of the liability 
of a shareholder beyond that fixed by the constitution must be 
be held in an English court to be wltrd vires. 


We rarnk that the decision of the learned judge will 
command general approval, and that it is based upon 
grounds which cannot easily be disputed. The Copper 
King company was wholly the creature of English law, 
and the contention of the plaintiffs was really that its con- 
stitution could be altered by the Californian law, which had 
for this purpose an extra-territorial operation. Under the 
Companies Acts the liability of a shareholder in a limited com- 
pany is distinct from that of the corporation, and it was in fact 
suggested that the Californian law might ask the English courts 
to decree that A., though he had never contracted to be, and had 
never held himself out as, the partner of B., should be liable for 
the debt of B. We observe that in Story on the Conflict of 
Laws a similar case to that just decided is considered by the 
learned author. After stating that in some of the States of 


America limited or special partnerships are authorized by law, 
under which some of the partners merely provide funds 
to a specified amount and are responsible only to the 


amount of such funds, he supposes an order given by one 
of such firms to a house in England for the purchase of 
goods, and that they are accordingly purchased in England on 
the credit of the firm. Ifthe partnership became insolvent, the 
question, the learned author says, might arise whether the 
special partners were liable in England to pay for the goods 
beyond the amount of the funds which they had contributed, or 
whether the English house was bound by the constitution of the 
partnership. It is added that this point has not yet been 
decided. In the case decided by Kenerepy, J., a stay of 
roceedings was granted with a view to an appeal, but we 
lieve it is doubted whether an appeal will be brought. 


Charging Orders against Beneficiaries. 

Tue case of Bolland v. Young in the Court of Appeal, 
recently reported (53 W. R. 67; 1904, 2 K. B. 824), shews that 
the possibility of obtaining a charging order on the interests of 
legatees in stocks and shares depends upon a somewhat subtle 
interpretation of the will under which the interest arises. The 
general power of obtaining a charging order on stocks and 
shares is conferred by the Judgments Act, 1838 (1 & 2 Vict. c. 
110), s. 14, and it extends to any stock or shares standing in the 
judgment debtor’s name “‘in his own right or in the name of 
any person in trust for him.” This simple case of a trustee and 
a cestui que trust absolutely entitled was not found sufficiently 
comprehensive, and by 3 & 4 Vict. c. 82, s. 1, it was enacted 
that the earlier provision should be deemed “to extend to the 
interest of any judgment debtor, whether in possession, 
remainder, or reversion, and whether vested or contingent,” as 
well in any such stocks or shares, as in the dividends, interest, 
or annual produce thereof. But this extension still assumed 
that there was some security which the beneficiary would sooner 
or later be entitled to take im specie, and where, as is frequently 
the case, the provisions of a will require that the stocks or 
Shares shall be sold before the legatee participates, his interest 
is only in the proceeds of sale, and the remedy of a charging 
order is not available against him. This was the case in Dizon v. 
Wrench (17 W.R. 591, L. R. 4 Ex. 154), where a testatrix gave her 





estate, which included stocks and shares, to trustees on trust to 
pay debts and legacies, and as to theresidueforthree legatees. The * 
legacies were to be paid so soon as the estate could be judiciously 
converted into cash. It was held—though the reason is not 
altogether clear—that there was a trust to sell the whole of the 
estate, and that the ha wa of the defendant, who was one of 
the three residuary legatees, was in the proceeds of sale only, 
and hence was not liable to a charging order. In the present 
case of Bolland v. Young (supra) a testatrix directed that the 
income of her estate should be accumulated for six years and 
then applied as directed, and that at the same time the capital 
should be divided into three parts, one of which was to be paid 
to, and become the property of, the defendant. Here there 
was no absolute duty in the trustees to sell the stock, and 
although part of the estate might have to be sold for the purpose 
of paying debts, yet the balance might ultimately be divided im 
specte, and the debtor had an interest in it against which a 
charging order could be made. 


Non-disclosure of Facts on Effecting Fire Policies. 


In aN action recently brought upon a fire policy, the 
defendants pleaded that a material fact, known to the plaintiff 
and not known to the defendants, was concealed from the 
defendants, and the nature of the fact concealed was stated. 
Upon an application in chambers to strike out this defence, the 
plaintiff argued that such a defence was only good in the case of 
marine policies, and that it had no application to au action upon 
a fire policy. There can be no donbt that, as a general cule, 
non-disclosure without fraud of material facts will not avoid a 
contract, and the leading collections of precedents of pleadings, 
while giving a form of plea of the concealment of a material 
fact in the case of an action upon a marine policy, give no such 
form in an action upon a fire policy. But the point appears to 
be concluded by authority. In Phillips on Insurance, vol. 1, 
s. 635, it is said: “It has been suggested that there 
is a difference between marine and fire policies in respect of the 
obligation to make disclosures of facts not enquired about. The 
difference is not, however, I apprehend, so much one of doctrine 
as of the subject-matter and of the degree of confidence neces- 
sarily placed in the assured by the underwriters. The subject 
of a fire policy is usually stationary, and the risk local and 
within the limits of actual inspection by the insurers or their 
agents. The circumstances affecting the degree of risk are 
accordingly less various and numerous and more within the 
insurers’ actual or possible knowledge, and besides the questions 
put to the assured, his answers to which are usually referred to 
in the policy, are intended by the insurer to cover, and usually 
do actually cover, all the circumstances affecting the risk material 
to be disclosed.” It isnot surprising that, having regard to this 
authority, the learned judge rejected the application. Whether 
the > eee could be substantiated, was, of course, another 
matter. 


The Lawson Case. 

Tue pont dealt with by the Court for the Consideration of 
Crown Cases Reserved in the case of Rex v. Lawson is an 
important one, but the decision of the court could hardly have 
been different without bringing the law into contempt. At the 
trial at the Central Criminal Court the defendant was convicted 
upon an indictment under section 84 of the Larceny Act, 1861, 
for that he, being the manager of a public company, did make, 
circulate, and publish a written statement that he knew to be 
false, with intent to defraud and to induce persons to become share- 
holders in the company. The evidence shewed that Lawson had 
never been formally appointed manager of the company at all, 
nor was there in existence any minute of the board giving him 
authority to act as manager. Nearly all the shares in the company, 
however, were held by him orhisnominees; thedirectors were given 
their qualifying shares by him, and he held blank transfers of these 
shares. The defendant also dictated the policy of the company, 
with the assent of the directors, and managed its affairs. He 
also paid the expenses of the publication of the false state- 
ments. In fact, he seems to have had absolute control over 
the company and all its affairs, and to have acted exactly 
as he pleased. In defence, the point was raised that he was 
not a manager of the company within the meaning of the 
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London. - Nothing could be abler or more conclusive than the 
reasons urged by their proposers and seconders. But something 
more than resolutions is necessary. Practical men generally 
look rather beyond a mere pronouncement, and consider how it 
can be enforced. Is the Lord Chancellor in the least likely to 
be moved by mere resolutions of the Law Society? Is he atall 
likely to admit that as to both the matters referred to he has 
been guilty of a breach of faith? There can only be one answer 
to these questions. Remonstrance is useless unless it is 
backed by political influence. Yet we find a member 
of the Council, renowned as the apostle of compromise, 
solemnly deprecating the matter being made a party 
one. The matter should not, of course, be made a party one, 
but to say that political influence, consisting of representations 
to candidates on both sides at a General Election, should not be 
used to further the views which solicitors believe to be in the 
interests of their clients, is inane. It means that neither candi- 
dates nor voters shall be informed of the real truth as to the 
system of registration of title; and this, together with other 
remarks dropped at the meeting, would almost lead to the 
inference that the resolutions had been brought forward with a 
view to pacifying the country solicitors. We shall see whether 
the Yorkshire birds appreciate chaff in place of grain. 


Sir Francis Jeune. 


Tue RESIGNATION of Sir Francis JEUNE causes a vacancy in an 
important judicial office which demands great qualities and 
which has not been conspicuously filled since Sir Jamzs HANNEN 
retired from it. To an intimate knowledge of the diverse 
branches of law peculiar to the probate, divorce, and admiralty 
jurisdiction should be added the ability and personality 
necessary for presiding, when required, in the Court of Appeal. 
But it is the Divorce Court which brings the individual judge 
most forcibly into the eye of the public: and that alone requires 
a combination of characteristics very rarely to be found in one 
man. He should be a man of the world, having sufficient 
acquaintance with the worst sides of human nature to be 
shocked at nothing, and to track down perjury and 
lewdness like a sleuthhound. And, at the same time, he 
must be of a high moral standard, with reticence and 
strength and dignity adequate to impose decorum on the 
proceedings and to discharge the high functions of our only 
censor morum. Sir Francis JEunz’s promotion to a peerage is a 
satisfactory recognition that this court did not suffer in his hands. 
But it was fortunate for him that he did not immediately succeed 
the vastly more commanding personage of Sir James, afterwards 
Lord, Hannen. Franois JEuNE at the bar was a competent and 
intelligent lawyer and gentleman, with no very marked ability 
or special strength of character. And it says much for his 
innate adaptability that, having been perhaps the best pushed 
man in England, he has succeeded through a long life, until 
disabled by illness, in adequately discharging the manifold duties 
of the diverse offices with which his good fortune has blessed 
him. His career must be a source of great satisfaction to the 
average English gentleman, with the quiet self-assurance of his 
class that he will always be equal to anything he can get. It is 
also a triumphant ex post facto justification of Lord BEaconsF1IELD 
in his delineation of the character and career of Endymion. 


The New President and Judge. 


As WE go to press we learn that the vacancy has been filled by 
the normal promotion of Mr. Justice Gorge. BaRnzs, a judge. of 
much more rugged strength than his predecessor, and much more 
learned in the special department of admiralty and commercial 
law. He will give more vigorous assistance to the Court of 
Appeal should he be called upon to preside there. But it may 
doubted whether he is notably endowed with such insight or 


imagination as to shine with the brilliance of some of the greater | 


lights who have ruled in the firmament of the Divorce Court. 
The appointment of Mr. Barcrave Drang, K.C., to the puisne 
judgeship will be very welcome to the practitioners in the court. 
It is a long time since a member of the bar of that division has 
been promoted directly to a judgeship there. Kxnnepy, Bucr- 
nitt, and Purtimorz, JJ., have gone to the King’s Bench 
Division. But Mr. Dzanz is the first, if we mistake not, since 
Sir Cuartzs Burt, who has gone direct to the bench of his own 





courts. He has had a large practice in those branches of th 
practice which will enable him to supplement the special acqui. 
ments of the new President in admiralty, and is very populy 
there as a barrister. His laurels as a judge are yet to be won, 


The Solicitor-General. 


WE HAVE some difficulty, after referring to section 2 of the 
Judicature Act, 1891, in accepting the statement of the Ting 
that the office of President of the Probate, Divorce, anj 
Admiralty Division was, on the resignation of Sir Francy 
JEuNE, offered to the Solicitor-General (Sir Epwarp Carsoy), 
By section 2 of the above-mentioned Act, whenever there is 4 
vacancy in the office of a judge of the High Court who is Pre. 
dent of the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division the 
it shall be lawful for his Majesty to appoint to that office x 
President of the said Division any person who is a barrister of 
not less than fifteen years’ standing or who is a judge of the 
High Court or of the Court of Appeal. Although Sir Epwarp 
Carson was admitted to the Irish bar in 1877, he is only of 
eleven years’ standing at the English bar, having been called 
in April, 1893. The word “ barrister” in the section must, we 
think, be confined to members of the English bar, and the 
“ fifteen years’ standing ” must, therefore, be computed from 
their call to the English bar. 


Appeals in Bankruptcy. 

We print elsewhere a new bankruptcy rule which will 
replace the provision as to restriction on appeals in bankru 
contained in rule 129 of the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886. That rule 
enacted (1) that, except by leave of the conrt, there should beno 
appeal to the Court of Appeal from any order made by consent, 
or as to costs only; (2) that, except by the like leave, there 
should be no appeal from any order relating to property, when 
it was apparent from the proceedings that the value involved did 
not exceed £50; and (3) that no appeal should be brought in 
respect of an omission by the court to exercise a discretionary 
power, unless the court had expressly refused to exercise 
the power, either in its judgment or on application made 
at the hearing. The validity of imposing by rule any 
restriction on the right of appeal given by section 10+ 
of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, was contested in Re Ham 
(18 Q. B. D. 393), and the point was decided in favour of the 
rule. It may be noticed that the expression ‘‘ Court of Appeal” 
as used in the rule includes any court to which appeals in bank- 
ruptcy lie, and, therefore, includes the Divisional Court. Rale 
129 is now redrafted so as to include cases (1) and (2) in the 
same clause, and so as in each case to enable an appeal to be 
brought with the leave of the Court of Appeal, as well as of the 
original court in bankruptcy. The drafting of the third pr- 
vision of rule 129 has been altered so as to give the right of 
appeal from an omission to exercise a discretionary power only 
when an application to exercise the power has been made to the 
court and has been refused. 


A Point of Private International Law. 


THE JupDGMENT delivered by Mr. Justice Kennepy on the I 1th 
of January in the case of Risdon Iron and Locomotive Works y. 
Furness will be read with interest, turning, as it does, upon a 
important question of private international law. The facts, 
stated briefly, were that the defendant was one of the principal 
shareholders in an English company, “The Copper King 
(Limited),” registered under the Companies Acts. By the 
memorandum of association the objects of the company wer 
the acquisition and working of mines and minerals in the Unitel 
States of America, &c., and the directors were empowered t 
appoint persons for the transaction of business abroad with such 
powers as might be necessary to enabfs the company’s operations 
to be validly carried on abroad. Some years ago the company 
(as was alleged) became indebted in San Francisco to the plait 
tiffs, who were domiciled in California, for goods supplied t, 
and work done for, the company. The company was after- 
wards wound up, and the plaintiffs commenced the present 
action in this country against the defendant, claiming from hims 
sum bearing the:same proportion to their claim as the amount of his 
holding in the company bore to the total share capital of the 
company. The action was grounded on the Constitution ani 
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Civil Code of California, which provided that each stockholder of 
a corporation or joint stock association should be individually 
and personally liable for all the debts and liabilities which had 
been contracted during the time that he was a stockholder 
according to the proportion which his holding bore to the sub- 
scribed capital stock or shares of the corporation, and further, 
that no corporation organized outside the limits of the State 
should be allowed to transact business within the State on more 
favourable conditions than were prescribed by law to similar 
corporations organized under the law of the State. The question 
was whether these facts disclosed a sufficient cause of action 
against the defendant, and the learned judge,upon full considera- 
tion, decided that they did not. The ground of his decision was 


. that, while the company was authorized under its articles to carry 


on business in Oalifornia, the liability of members was, as the 
memorandum of association expressly stated, limited, and that 
consequently a proceeding to enlarge the boundary of the liability 
of a shareholder beyond that fixed by the constitution must be 
be held in an English court to be w/trd vires. 


We ratnk that the decision of the learned judge will 
command general approval, and that it is based upon 
grounds which cannot easily be disputed. The Copper 
King company was wholly the creature of English law, 
and the contention of the plaintiffs was really that its con- 
stitution could be altered by the Californian law, which had 
for this purpose an extra-territorial operation. Under the 
Companies Acts the liability of a shareholder in a limited com- 
pany is distinct from that of the corporation, and it was in fact 
suggested that the Californian law might ask the English courts 
to decree that A., though he had never contracted to be, and had 
never held himself out as, the partner of B., should be liable for 
the debt of B. We observe that in Story on the Conflict of 
Laws a similar case to that just decided is considered by the 
learned author. After stating that in some of the States of 
America limited or special partnerships are authorized by law, 
under which some of the partners merely provide funds 
to a specified amount and are responsible only to the 
amount of such funds, he supposes an order given by one 
of such firms to a house in England for the purchase of 
goods, and that they are accordingly purchased in England on 
the credit of the firm. Ifthe partnership became insolvent, the 
question, the learned author says, might arise whether the 
special partners were liable in England to pay for the goods 
beyond the amount of the funds which they had contributed, or 
whether the English house was bound by the constitution of the 
partnership. It is added that this point has not yet been 
decided. In the case decided by Kenwepy, J., a stay of 
proceedings was granted with a view to an appeal, but we 
believe it is doubted whether an appeal will be brought. 


Charging Orders against Beneficiaries. 


Tue case of Bolland v. Young in the Court of Appeal, 
recently reported (53 W. R. 67; 1904, 2 K. B. 824), shews that 
the possibility of obtaining a charging order on the interests of 
legatees in stocks and shares depends upon a somewhat subtle 
interpretation of the will under which the interest arises. The 
general power of obtaining a charging order on stocks and 
shares is conferred by the Judgments Act, 1838 (1 & 2 Vict. c. 
110), 8. 14, and it extends to any stock or shares standing in the 
judgment debtor’s name ‘‘in his own right or in the name of 
any person in trust for him.” This simple case of a trustee and 
& cestui gue trust absolutely entitled was not found sufficiently 
comprehensive, and by 3 & 4 Vict. c. 82, s. 1, it was enacted 
that the earlier provision should be deemed “to extend. to the 
interest of any judgment debtor, whether in possession, 
remainder, or reversion, and whether vested or contingent,” as 
well in any such stocks or shares, as in the dividends, interest, 
or annual produce thereof. But this extension still assumed 
that there was some security which the beneficiary would sooner 
or later be entitled to take im specie, and where, as is frequently 
the case, the provisions of a will require that the stocks or 
shares shall be sold before the legatee participates, his interest 
is only in the proceeds of sale, and the remedy of a charging 
order is not available against him. This was the case in Dizon v. 
Wrench (17 W.R. 591, L. R. 4 Ex. 154), where a testatrix gave her 





estate, which included stocks and shares, to trustees on trust to 
pay debts and legacies, and as to theresidueforthree legatees. The - 
legacies were to be paid so soon as the estate could be judiciously 
converted into cash. It was held+-though the reason is not 
altogether clear—that there was a trust to sell the whole of the 
estate, and that the interest of the defendant, who was one of 
the three residuary legatees, was in the proceeds of sale only, 
and hence was not liable to a charging order. In the present 
case of Bolland v. Young (supra) a testatrix directed that the 
income of her estate should be accumulated for six years and 
then applied as directed, and that at the same time the capital 
should be divided into three parts, one of which was to be paid 
to, and become the property of, the defendant. Here there 
was no absolute duty in the trustees to sell the stock, and 
although part of the estate might have to be sold for the purpose 
of paying debts, yet the balance might ultimately be divided im 
specie, and the debtor had an interest in it against which a 
charging order could be made. 


Non-disclosure of Facts on Effecting Fire Policies. 


In aN action recently brought upon a fire policy, the 
defendants pleaded that a material fact, known to the plaintiff 
and not known to the defendants, was concealed from the 
defendants, and the nature of the fact concealed was stated. 
Upon an application in chambers to strike out this defence, the 
plaintiff argued that such a defence was only good in the case of 
marine policies, and that it had no application to au action upon 
a fire policy. There can be no donbt that, as a general cule, 
non-disclosure without fraud of material facts will not avoid a 
contract, and the leading collections of precedents of pleadings, 
while giving a form of plea of the concealment of a material 
fact in the case of an action upon a marine policy, give no such 
form in an action upon a fire policy. But the point appears to 
be concluded by authority. In Phillips on Insurance, vol. 1, 
s. 635, it is said: “It has been suggested that there 


is a difference between marine and fire policies in respect of the 
obligation to make disclosures of facts not enquired about. 


The 
difference is not, however, I apprehend, so much one of doctrine 
as of the subject-matter and of the degree of confidence neces- 
sarily placed in the assured by the underwriters. The subject 
of a fire policy is usually stationary, and the risk local and 
within the limits of actual inspection by the insurers or their 
agents. The circumstances affecting the degree of risk are 
accordingly less various and numerous and more within the 
insurers’ actual or possible knowledge, and besides the questions 
put to the assured, his answers to which are usually referred to 
in the policy, are intended by the insurer to cover, and usually 
do actually cover, all the circumstances affecting the risk material 
to be disclosed.” It isnot surprising that, having regard to this 
authority, the learned judge rejected the application. Whether 
the _— could be substantiated, was, of course, another 
matter. 


The Lawson Case. 

Tue point dealt with by the Court for the Consideration of 
Crown Cases Reserved in the case of Rex v. Lawson is an 
important one, but the decision of the court could hardly have 
been different without bringing the law into contempt. At the 
trial at the Central Criminal Court the defendant was convicted 
upon an indictment under section 84 of the Larceny Act, 1861, 
for that he, being the manager of a public company, did make, 
circulate, and publish a written statement that he knew to be 
false, with intent to defraud and to induce persons to become share- 
holders in the company. The evidence shewed that Lawson had 
never been seunale appointed manager of the company at all, 
nor was there in existence any minute of the board giving him 
authority to act as manager. Nearly all the shares in the company, 
however, were held by him orhisnominees; thedirectors were given 
their qualifying shares by him, and he held blank transfers of these 
shares. The defendant also dictated the policy of the company, 
with the assent of the directors, and managed its affairs. He 
also paid the expenses of the publication of the false state- 
ments. In fact, . seems to have had absolute control over 
the company and all its affairs, and to have acted exactly 
as he pleased. In defence, the point was raised that he was 
not a manager of the company within the meaning of the 
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statute, because he had never been formally appointed. The 
judge, however, directed the jury that if he was a person who 
in fact managed the affairs of the company, he was a manager 
of the company within the statute. He was convicted, subject 
to the decision of the High Court as to the correctness of this 
direction. The court has upheld the direction and confirmed 
the conviction. It is hard to imagine a defence more devoid 
of merits. It put forward the purest possible technicality. 
Except that he had not been formally appointed, the defendant 
was manager of the company in every conceivable sense. As the 
court said, if he had been merely a person behind the scenes 
who controlled the affairs of the company because the directors 
were his puppets, he might have been said to have managed the 
company in a sense, but would not have been within the Act. He, 
however, not only did this, but absolutely controlled and himself 
managed the business of the company. There is nothing in 
the Act to shew that the word “ manager ”’ is to have any limited 
or technical scope, and it would have been little short of a mis- 
fortune if the court had held that only a de jure manager was 
included, and that a de facto manager only could set the law 
at defiance, The point does not seem ever to have been raised 
on the section before, but in Gibson v. Barton (L. R. 10 Q. B. 329) 
asimilar defence was raised upon section 27 of the Companies 
Act, 1862. That section makes “every director and manager” 
of a company liable to a penalty who authorizes or permits 
default in the obligation laid upon the company to forward a 
list of the members once a year to the Registrar of Joint Stock 
Companies. The defendant had been convicted summarily as 
manager, and on a case stated, the Court of Queen’s Bench 
affirmed the conviction. He was really the secretary of the 
company, but seems to have, to a great extent, controlled its 
business. In giving judgment, Biacksvry, J., said: “He was 
permitted by the board of directors to manage the company 
generally, just as if he had been legally appointed by them 
to act as manager. I think there is evidence that the appellant 
took upon himself to act, and did act, just as if he was such 
manager. The question, therefore, is, whether a person who is 
thus a manager de son tort—a manager in his own wrong— 
whether he can protect himself from the liability cast upon a 
manager under section 27 by saying, ‘I am not manager de jure.’ 
I think he cannot.” This case was not binding upon the court 
in the recent case, and Quatn, J., dissented from the decision of 
Bracxsvurs and Lusu, JJ., but we submit it was a decision very 
much in point and an obstacle very difficult to surmount. 


The House of Lords on the Sale of Ice Cream. 


In THE case of Rossi v. The Edinburgh Corporation, the House 
of Lords, on an appeal from the Court of Session in Scotland, 
had to consider what conditions may reasonably be inserted in a 
licence to sell ice cream. The Edinburgh Corporation Acts 
prohibit any person from keeping any house for the sale of ice 
cream, or from selling it, without a licence from the magistrates, 
and further, prohibit any person licensed under the Acf from 
selling ice cream except during the hours between 8 a.m. and 
11 p.m. on “any lawful day.” Both the law peers and the 
judges of the Court of Session were unable to imagine what 
was the occasion of this enactment or what question of public 
order was connected with the sale of ice cream, but the law had, 
of course, to be enforced by the magistrates, and they offered 
the appellant a licence containing, amongst others, the condition : 
“The licensee shall not keep open said premises or sell or 
permit the sale of ice cream thereon before 8 a.m. or 
after 11 p.m.” It was objected that this condition was 
invalid, as it went beyond the restriction in the statute and 
prohibited the sale of goods other than ice cream before or after 
the specified times. The House of Lords, reversing the decision 
of the Court of Session, held that the condition was not 
sanctioned by the Legislature, inasmuch as it extended the 
statute to the prohibition or restraint of trades which are not 
included in the statute. No reference was made to the reasoning 
of the Scottish judges, who thought that the restriction was 
intended to apply, not only to the trader, but to his premises, 
and that to permit the licensee to open his premises without 
restriction on the pretence that he was selling or offering for 
sale something else than ice cream, might go far to thwart the 
purposes of the statute. Their lordships were probably unwilling 





to enlarge a restriction on the sale of a commodity like that 
under discussion, but we can well imagine that a different rule of 
construction would be applied if a person licensed to sell intoxi- 
cating liquors during specified hours proposed to keep open his 
premises during the prohibited hours merely for the sale of 
sandwiches. 


Post Office Tattling. 


Compxaints have recently been made that in many of our 
local post offices the contents of telegrams, post-cards, and other 
matters which ought to be kept private are published in the 
neighbourhood, and that depositors in the savings banks find 
that the amount of their deposits is generally known. This 
practice appears to have prevailed in the United Kingdom many 
years ago, and is noticed by Sir Watrzr Scorr in The 
Antiquary. The craving for news of every description, which is 
at least as strong in the rural districts as in other parts of the 
country, is probably the origin of this breach of confidence, 
which in most cases is likely to cause annoyance rather than 
injury. But tradesmen who are anxious to preserve the secrets 
of their trade may naturally feel some uneasiness if they hear 
that their affairs are discussed at the post office. It is some 
years since the Government found it necessary to procure the 
passing of an Official Secrets Act, and it may well be that 
private individuals will at some future time require similar 
protection with regard to breaches of official trust. 


English and French Detectives. 


THE MUTILATED remains of a woman, supposed to have been 
murdered, were discovered some weeks ago in the neighbour- 
hood of Paris. Every effort has been made by the police to 
identify the deceased and to discover the perpetrators of the 
crime, but so far without success. It may be remembered that 
a similar discovery was made near Waterloo Bridge some years 
ago. Then, as now, the efforts of the police to obtain some clue 
to the mystery were unsuccessful, and many were found to 
suggest that the English detectives were inferior to those in 
France. But no comparison can fairly be wade between the 
police of London and Paris without due consideration of the 
fact that the French law admits an interference with the liberty 
of the subject which would not be tolerated in this country. 
And it must also be remembered that the existence of octroi 
duties makes it difficult for a Frenchman to enter or quit Paris 
without being the subject of closer observation than he would 
encounter in an English city. Upon the whole, we think that 
the English police have no reason to fear comparison with their 
brethren on the Continent. 








Covenant to Settle After-acquired 
Property. 
I 


In the case of Re Bland’s Settlement (1905, 1 Ch. 4) the point 
of construction was a curiousone. The learned judge took the 
view, expressed also by Wickens, V.C., in Je Clinton's Trust 
(20 W. R. 326), that the words ‘‘shali become entitled ” cannot 
in one and the same covenant bear both the two meanings 
“become entitled in possession” aud become “entitled in interest,” 
unless the covenant expressly says so. ‘ 

According to the report of Re Clinton’s Trust in the Law 
Journal (41 L. J. Ch, at p. 192), Vice-Chancellor Wickens said 
that it was iJlogical that the words ‘‘ become entitled” should 
include both the two classes of cases (viz., vesting in possession 
of what was previously an interest in remainder, and vestin 
by way of reversionary title of property which did not fall 
into possession during the coverture); though the cases 
seemed at different times to have included them both. It is 
not quite easy to appreciate the Vice-Chanceilor’s observa- 
tion that it is illogical, or impossible, for the expression to cover 
both meanings. In Graftey v. Humpage (i Beav. 46) @ 
husband was held to acquire at the moment of the marriage 4 
contingent reversionary interest which might come to the wife 
in default of issue of the marriage. On the appeal (reported 3 
Jur. 624) Lord Correnna, in affirming Lord Lanevate’s judg- 
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ment, says: ‘‘I wish to know whether it would not be considered 
as acquiring property, upon its falling in upon any person by 
the death of all the intermediate tenants for life without 
children.” He seems to imply that either acquisition of rever- 
sionary title during the coverture (which was the actual 
case), Or acquisition of a right of possession during the 
coverture under an earlier title, would equally come under 
the same provision referring to the acquisition of property 
during the coverture. Vice-Chancellor Wicksns, however, 
dealt with the two meanings as alternative, and, without 
admitting them both, he held that in the case before him the 
word “entitled ” must be read ‘‘ entitled in possession”; which 
he was inclined to think was the natural interpretation. 

As to the natural, or primd facie, meaning of the word in such 
a covenant, we think that the authorities up to that time justified 
the Vice-Chancellor’s opinion. Lord Justice Corron in Re 
Michell’s Trust (26 W. R. 762, 9 Ch. D. 5) expresses the effect 
of the decision in Archer v. Kelly (8 W. R. 684, 1 Dr. & Sm. 300) 
as follows: ‘‘ What the court said in Archer v. Kelly was this, 
that where the covenant is for settlement of property to which 
the wife shall become entitled during the coverture, without 
saying more, then if property to which she was at the time of 
the marriage entitled in reversion falls into possession during 
the coverture, she thereby hecomes entitled within the meaning 
of the covenant.” Larlier authorities of the same kind, but in 
some of which there were further words than ‘‘ become entitled,” 
are Spring v. Pride (12 W. R. 510, 892, 4 De G. J. & Sm. 
395) (‘devolve or come to”), Ex parte Blake (16 Beav. 463) 
(‘* descend, come to, or vest in”), and Blyth v. Granville (13 Sim. 
190), the decision of which on the ground that “* become entitled 
during the coverture” includes the ripening into possession of a 
previous reversionary title, is expressly approved in Re Clinten’s 
Trust, and by Kinperstey, V.C., in Archer v. Kelly. 

On the above decisions we find the text-books recognizing a 
rule of construction as to the primd facie meaning of the expres- 
sion ‘‘ become entitled.” In Elphinstone on Interpretation of 
D-eds, rule 182 is in these terms: ‘“ Where a vested remainder 
or reversionary interest to which the wife is entitled at the date 
of the settlement falls into possession during the coverture, it is 
bound by a covenant in which the property to be settled is 
described by words applicable to future acquisition only.” 

Mr. Vaizey (Settlements, p. 242) says: “There cannot, as 
Sir J. Wickens observed, be any doubt that where a woman not 
being entitled to any interest in property at the date of the cove- 
nant becomes entitled to it absolutely in possession during the 
coverture, that property is bound. That, where the covenantor, 
being entitled in expectancy at the datagf the covenant, becomes 
entitled in possession during the coverture, she becomes entitled 
within the meaning of the covenant, and the property is bound, 
has been also repeatedly decided. In Archer v. Kelly and 
Brooks v. Keith (9 W. R. 565, 1 Dr. & Sm. 464) the title of the 
wife at the date of the covenant was contingent only.” 

We are not aware of any authorities before Re Bland’s Settle- 
ment in which property vesting in possession during the coverture 
has been excluded from such a covenant. There are such cases 
as Robinson v. Gandy (33 Ch. D. 300) and Otter v. Melvill (2 De 
G. & 8m. 257), where the title had not been completely ascer- 
tained before the coverture, but inasmuch as there was in fact 
already at that date an immediate absolute title, the covenant 
with words importing futurity was held not to apply. In these 
cases there is no fresh acquisition of interest duriog the cover- 
ture, as by a reversionary title becoming possessory. 

The word “entitled” by itself appears to be quite capable 
of the meaning of ‘‘entitled in possession,” so that imme- 
diate right to possession shall be a necessary step in or part of 
the matter: see section 2 of the Succession Duty Act, and Fryer 
v. Morland (25 W. R. 21, 3 Ch. D. 675). In Blyth v. Granville 
(ubt supra) Suavwett, V.C., said : “The words ‘ become entitled ’ 
mean ‘become entitled either in possession or in reversion.’ ” 
In Wilton v. Colvin (4 W. R. 759, 3.Drew. 620) Kinperstry, V.C., 
accepted the decision in Blyth v. Granville, and the above 
observation of Sir L. Saapwext, though he dissented from part 
of the reasoning in the judgment which is not material for the 
present purpose. In /Vilton v. Colvin itself the Vice-Chancellor 
declined to regard certain vested possessory interests as within a 
covenant contemplating future title or possession, the argument 





having been that they could be included because they had not been 
completely ascertained at the date of the settlement. He said: * 
“If the property had been property in reversion, it might be 
different ; but in this case the share of Mr. Parerson’s property 
was property to which Mrs. Home was enticed in possession.” 

The decision in Re Bland’s Settlement (ubi supra), on the con- 
struction of the word ‘‘entitled,” apart from the Married Women’s 
Property Act, would appear to be well founded if the dictum of 
Wickens, V.C., about the inconsistency of taking the word in two 
senses is correct, for unquestionably the terms of the covenant 
shewed that an acquisition during coverture of a reversionary 
interest was contemplated. The learned judge’s observation upon 
the effect of the change of law in considering these covenants 
was therefore not necessary to his decision. 

There is no doubt that the wide construction put upon these 
covenants, especially the inclusion of interests coming into 
possession during the coverture, was often referred to, and 
justified by, the existence of the husband’s marital rights, which 
it was said the covenant was intended to defeat: see Reid v. 
Reid (34 W. R. 332, 31 Ch. D., p. 406), Re Michell’s Trust, 
and Brooks v. Keith (ubi supra). On this ground also was 
founded the rule, as now limited by Fisher v. Shirley (38 W. R. 
70,43 Ch. D. 290), that in the absence of expressions pope | 
a more extended scope, a covenant of this nature is to be 
as if it contained words confining it to property falling in during 
the coverture unless the husband should die first. 

The serious question suggested by Re Bland’s Settlement is, 
whether and to what extent those rules of construction, or 
decisions upon the construction, of these covenants which had 
relation to the nature of the marital right are inapplicable or of 
little weight with regard to marriage settlements made since 
1882. The Act of 1882 does not destroy all a husband's rights 
respecting his wife’s property ; the particular construction estab- 
lished in Fisher v. Shirley was based upon his right as survivor, 
which is not directly affected by the Act. Nevertheless, the Act 
has worked so considerable a change in the facts and situation 
upon and with reference to which settlements are made and have 
to operate, that it may be doubtful whether all such questions 
are to be solved by a mere reference to section 19. 








The Effect of Time in Barring 
Claims in Equity. 


IV. 

Ar first sight the distinction drawn by Lord Cuetmsrorp, C., in 
Clarke v. Hart (1858, 6 H. L. C. 633), to which we referred last 
week, looks as though it contained a useful working principle. 
In cases of executory interests, the Lord Chancellor said, time 
may be a bar to an equitable claim, because the court requires 
the party to come promptly. In cases of executed interests, 
time as such is no bar. It is only a bar when it proves abandon- 
ment. But in fact the distinction is really of very slight, if of 
any, value. Nearly all cases in which claims are made in equity 
would probably fall under the head of executory interests, not 
only where the claim is for specific performance, or for the 
declaration of a trust, but also where it is to rescind a contract 
or to set aside a conveyance or to follow assets; and the idea 
that there isa bar in equity only when delay proves abandonment 
has not been confined to “executed interests.” ‘‘Length of 
time,” said Turner, L.J., in Life Association of Scotland vy Siddal 
(1861, 2 D. F. & J. 58, p. 72), “ where it does not operate as a 
statutory or positive bar, operates, as I understand, simply as 
evidence of assent or acquiescence.” That is, he laid down as 
of general application the pence which Lord CHELMSFORD 
confined to executed interests. It has been noticed that in Clarks 
v. Hart Lord Weystxypae did not base his judgment upon this 
distinction, but treated the question as purely one of esto pel. 
There had, in his opinion, been circumstances which estopped the 
plaintiff from asserting his interest in the partnership. — 

Clarke v. Hart, then, would seem to have little real influence 
upon the question of the effect of time in barring equitable 
claims, and in fact it does not appear to be treated as relevant 
in the later cases, except in such as are concerned with the same 
subject-matter—-namely, mining interests. Alike when an 
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interest is executory or executed, one of the grounds upon which 
relief has been refused in equity after the lapse of time has been 
that the claim has been waived or abandoned. Various instances 
of this have been given in the cases cited above. On the other 
hand, if the plaintiff in Clarke v. Hart had waited for twenty 
years, it is safe to say that he would have failed to obtain relief. 
The lapse of time would have been an effectual bar, although it 
might have operated only by way of raising a presumption of 
acquiescence. In Rule v. Jewell (1881, 18 Ch. D. 660), as we have 
seen, Kay, J., allowed the same effect to the lapse of six years. 
We are thrown back, indeed, upon the judgment of Lord 
CampEn in Smith v. Clay (1767, 3 Br. C. C. 639n), which 
applies equally to all claims in equity subject to no statutory 
bar, either expressly or by analogy: ‘‘ Laches and neglect are 
always discountenanced, and, therefore, from the beginning of 
this jurisdiction, there was always a limitation to suits in this 
court. . . . ‘ Fxpedit reipublice ut sit finis litium’ is a maxim that 
has prevailed in this court in all times without the help of an 
Act of Parliament.” 

There is, then, a time limit in equity, but in the absence of 
any exact limit imposed by statute, courts of equity have had to 
ascertain such limit as they best could in each case. Where it 
has been possible to regard the lapse of time, either taken 
alone or in conjunction with other circumstances, as constituting 
a waiver or abandonment of the right, this has facilitated the 
matter, and has rendered it unnecessary to rely on the lapse of 
time as such. Where this is not the case, the courts have 
looked beyond the mere lapse of time to the effect which it has 
produced in inducing third persons to alter their position, or in 
destroying the means of proof. This isthe same as saying that, 
in the absence of a statutory limit, the courts are guided by those 
very reasons which dictate a statutory limit and that they make a 
limit for themselves. ‘It has,” said Lord CamppEtt, C., in Bright 
v. Legerton (1861, 2 D. F. & J. 606, at p 617), * been beautifully 
remarked with respect to the emblem of Time, who is depicted 
as carrying a scythe and an hour-glass, that while with the one 
he cuts down the evidence which might protect innocence, with 
the other he metes out the period when innocence can no longer 
be assailed.” 

Bul while courts of equity, in assigning a time limit, have 
usually sought to justify the decision by the circumstances of the 
particular case which shew that it would be inequitable to allow 
the action to be brought, yet this is by no means the uniform 
practice. A court of equity discourages stale demands; it 
requires parties to come with promptitude; and it may, and 
frequently does, say that the claim is too late simply on the 
ground of its age and without regard to particular circum- 
stances. Hence, as we have seen, equity judges have 
asserted that time as such is a bar in equity. What length 
of time will have the effect depends on the nature of the claim. 
In actions for rescission of contract it is very short; in actions 
to set aside purchases by a trustee it is relatively long, and 
approaches the statutory limit of twenty years, though it is not 
governed by such limit. The ultimate ground, no doubt, is that 
in a period of time, varying according to the nature of the par- 
ticular claim, it is presumed that the position of parties will have 
so much changed that it would be inequitable to allow the claim 
to be brought forward. In rescission of contracts and specific 
performance this presumption arises in a short time, for parties 
require to know whether they are bound by the contract or are 
at liberty to deal with the property. In cases where property 
has been acquired in breach of a fiduciary relation a longer time 
is allowed, and an action to set aside a conveyance may succeed 
after a number of years. But it is not always necessary to state 
the reason explicitly. It may be sufficient to say that the claim, 
having regard to its subject-matter, is too late. 

The cases, however, where equity simply replies to a claim 
that it is too late are exceptional. In general, the course stated 
above is adopted, and specific grounds are alleged why, in the 
particular circumstances, the claim ought not to be entertained. 
This is the view given of the effect of time in equity in the 
judgment of the Privy Council, delivered by Sir Barnes 
Pzacocy in Lindsay Petroleum Co, v. Hurd (1874, 5 P.O, 221, 
p- 239) in a passage which has been frequently cited with 
approval: ‘‘The doctrine of laches in courts of equity is 
not an arbitrary or a technical doctrine. Where it would 








be practically unjust to give a remedy, either because the 
party has, by his conduct, done that which might 
fairly be regarded as equivalent to a waiver of it, or 
where by his conduct’ and neglect he has, though perhaps 
not waiving that remedy, yet put the other party in a situation 
in which it would not be reasonable to place him if the remedy 
were afterwards to be asserted, in either of these cases lapse of 
time and delay are most material. Two circumstances, 
always important in such cases, are, the length of the delay and 
the nature of the acts done in the interval, which might affect 
either party and cause a balance of justice or injustice in taking 
the one course or the other, so far as relates to the remedy.” 
But, as was pointed out by Kexewicn, J., in Alleard v. Skinner, 

(1887, 36 Ch. D, p.163), this rule has no application except 
from the time when the party against whom it is sought to apply 
it was sufficiently acquainted with his rights to enable him to 
assert them, and, when those rights are to avoid gifts obtained 
by undue influence, free from that influence. 

Taking the whole course of decisions from Smith v. Clay 
(supra) onwards, the result seems clear. The same ideas underlie 
the limitation of claims in equity which are subject to no statute 
as of those claims in equity and at law which are subject toa 
statutory bar. The public interest requires that a term should 
be assigned to litigation in order that the reasonable expectations 
of persons in the actual enjoyment of property may not be 
disappointed, and in order that claims may not be raised 
when it is too late to procure rebutting evidence. For 
the majority of cases the Statute of Limitations, based 
upon these considerations, prescribes a specific limit, due 
allowance being made for cases of disability and for fraud. 
Where equity is governed neither by the letter nor by the 
analogy of the statute, it still gives effect to the principle that time 
shall be a bar, and the nature of the claim or the lapse of time 
may be such as to make time an absolute limit, without regard 
to the particular circumstances: see as to constructive trusts, 
Beckford v. Wade (1805, 17 Ves., p. 97). It is not worth while 
to sue in specific performance after two years or so, or to set 
aside a purchase by a trustee after twenty years. In such cases 
the demand is stale andthe mere lapse of time is a bar. But in 
general, when time is set up as a defence to an equitable 
claim, the defence rests, not on the mere lapse of 
time, but upon considerations resulting from the lapse 
of time which make the claim under the circumstances 
inequitable. If the claim is open to this defence, then 
the plaintiff is said to have been guilty of laches, and his laches 
isa barto him. But, on the other hand, since laches implies 
blame, he is entitled to be held clear of laches and to be secured 
against the effect of time while he remains ignorant of his rights, 
or while he remains under the influence which vitiates the trans- 
action. This is the rule which, in the absence of statutory 
limitation, courts of equity have made for themselves, and which 
has been applied under varying circumstances and with varying 
language by a long succession of judges. It may be added that 
mere delay does not always operate so strongly against a 
company as against an individual (Zrlanger v. New Sombrero 
Phosphate Co., 1878, 3 App. Cas., p. 128); and it has been 
questioned whether time can validate a transaction which is 
ultrd vires, and which therefore cannot be cured by acquiescence 
of the shareholders: Re Sharpe (1892, 1 Ch., p. 168). Although, 
however, acquiescence figures largely in the cases, yet an absolute 
time limit can be applied in equity apart from any presumption 
of acquiescence, and the doubt seems to be unfounded. 








During the course of a probate case in humble life, frequent reference 
was, says the Daily Muaii, made to a mysterious person known as the 
‘Poor Man’s Lawyer.’’ Counrel for the plaintiff informed the court 
that this gentlemen was a qualified solicitor with an office in Poplar, who 
advised poor persons sent to him by theclergyman of the parish. Mr. 
Justice Bigham repeatedly inquired whether there was in fact such a 
person living, as none of the witnesses ever appeared to have seen him. 

The Scottish legal appointments are announced, Mr. A. Graham 
Murray, M.P., Secretary for Scotland, is appointed Lord Justice General and 
Lord President of the Oourt of Session in Scotland, and a peerage of the 
United Kingdom has been conferred on him. Mr. E. ‘IT’. Salvesen, K.C., 
has been appointed Solicitor-General for Scotland in succession to Mr. 
David Dundes, K.C,, who has been appointed one of the Senators of his 
Majesty’s College of Justice in Scotland in the room of Lord Morcrieff, 
resigned, 
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Reviews. 


Licensing Law. 


Toe Law or LICENSING IN ENGLAND—INTOXICATING Liquors, 
THEATRES, AND Music HAs, INCLUDING THE PAYMENT OF 
COMPENSATION FOR Liquor LICENCES, AND ALL THE PROVISIONS 
OF THE LicENnsING Act, 1904, WiTH A FULL APPENDIX OF 
STATUTES, RULES, AND Forms. Tuirp EpiTion. By Joun 
Bruce WILLIAMSON, Barrister-at-Law. William Clowes & Sons 
(Limited). 

The extraordinary interest in licensing matters to which the new Act 
has given rise must, we should think, have created a great demand for 
books on this branch of the law. All editions of the standard books 
on the subject, published before the Act came into operation, have 
been rendered practically useless. Annotated copies of the new Act 
were very soon on the market, but works upon the whole subject 
incorporating the new Act take some time to prepare, and could not 
be usefully published until the rules under the Act had been made. 
This is one of the first to make its appearance, and no doubt it will be 
welcome, As the rules were not available until the New Year was 
seven days old, not much time has been wasted. The book is distin- 
guished by the fact that, although on a dry and technical subject, it 
is remarkably readable. We have always found it, too, a most 
reliable book, and have no hesitation in recommending it. The new 
Act has, of course, made it necessary to rewrite a very large portion 
of the work, and more or less affects almost every chapter of those 
parts dealing with on-licences. All the new matter has been satisfac- 
torily and skilfully incorporated, and this edition will fully maintain 
the reputation of the book. , 





THE Licensinc Act, 1904, with RutEs, CRITICALLY EXAMINED 
AND EXPLAINED. By Cuarues L. RotTuera, Solicitor, and 
Secretary of the Licensing Laws Information Bureau, City Coroner 
of Nottingham. Jordan & Sons (Limited). 


This is another book of which the most useful part consists of an 
annotated copy of the new Act and of the rules. It is written by a 
gentleman who is thoroughly master of the subject and unsparing in his 
searching criticism. The book, however, is written with rather a strong 
political and party bias, and is, thérefore, not the kind of work which 
we care to recommend to a legal practitioner, who ought to leave his 
private feelings and political opinions outsidethecourt. One extract 
taken almost at random from the notes on the sections of the Act, 
will shew the spirit in which this book has been written. He writes 
on p. 73: ‘*The Act having been promoted to prevent reduction in the 
number of licences (though passed under the pretence of facilitating 
it) will easily attain the desired end.” To further shew the character 
of the book it is sufficient to state that at the end is printed a facsimile 
of the Bill as prepared by the Central Temperance Legislation Board 
for the information of the House of Lords, ‘‘ shewing how much of 
the Bill as passed by the House of Commons aad been introduced by 
the Government without explanation, and how much had been 
excluded from discussion by application of the closure.” 





Tue Licensing Laws RELATING TO THE SALE OF INTOXICATING 
LiquoRs AND TO THEATRES, Music, DANCING, AND BILLIARDs. 
By R. M. Montrcomery, Barrister-at-Law. Turrp Epirion, 
CONTAINING THE LicENsING Act, 1904, THE HomME Orrice RULES 
THEREUNDER, AND AN APPENDIX OF STATUTES AND Forms. 
Sweet & Maxwell. 

This a sound and useful book on the law of licensing, and this 
edition is another example of being early in the field with a volume 
incorporating the new Act and rules. In spite of the new matter and 
much re-writing, by good management the bulk of the book has been 
reduced rather than increased. It therefore keeps its convenient 
size, which is a point in favour of a book which probably has to be 
carried to out-of-the-way places where licensing justices gather 
together. The book deals with the whole subject of liquor licensing 
m a comprehensive manner, and is very well arranged. The new 
rules are contained in the appendix. 





Tae Licenstna Act, 1904, wrra ExrpLaANatory Nores, PRECEDED 
Bi AN INTRODUCTION, AND FOLLOWED BY AN APPENDIX CONTAIN- 
ING THE TEXT OF THE NEW Act, THE RULES MADE BY THE Home 
SECRETARY, AND VARioUS SECTIONS OF THE LiceNnsING Acts. By 
GroRGE Cecit WHITELEY, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 


This little book is by the editor of the last edition of Whiteley’s 
Licensing Laws, a text-book well known for the last thirty years. 


book of use will probably turn to this with confidence, and they will 
not be disappointed. The introduction consists of a capital summary 
of the Act. Then comes the text of the Act, with copious and useful 
notes appended to each section. And lastly, in the appendix we have 
the new rules made under the Act by the Home Secretary. 


A PracticaL GUIDE TO THE LicENsING AcT, 1904, AND THE RULES 
MADE BY THE HoME SECRETARY UNDER THE ACT, TOGETHER WITH 
THE Act, RULES AND ForMS, AND PARLIAMENTARY RETURNS. By 
Epwarp W. BEAL, M.A., Clerk to the Justices of the Tower 
Division of the County of London. Waterlow & Sons. 


This little book contains a short summary of the law and practice 
under the new Act and the rules made in pursuance thereof. This, 
which is the work of a practical man who knows what he is writing 
about, is all that is original in the book. The rest of it consists of a 
copy of the Act, of the rules, and of two returns made to the House 
of Commons, One of the latter refers to the procedure followed by 
the Inland Revenue in ascertaining the value of property ; the other 
refers to the number of licences in force in each county in England, 
and the amount of money leviable under the Act for the purpose of 


compensation. 





Jurisprudence. 


A First Book oF JURISPRUDENCE FOR STUDENTS OF THE CoMMON 
Law. By Sir Freprrick PoLwock, Bart., D.C.L., late C rpus 
Christi, Professor of Jurisprudence in the University of Oxford, 
SEconD EpiTion. Macmillan & Co. (Limited). 

We assume that when Sir Frederick Pollock describes this work as 

a book for studeuts he uses the term in a wide sense. Jurisprudence 

bears a similar relation to practical law that arithmetic bears to 

algebra, and it is useless to attempt the study of jurisprudence with- 
out an extensive acquaintance with law in at least one system, and 
preferably in two—Roman and English. The advanced student of 
law, and the practitioner who retains an interest in the problems which 
—shall we say ?—bewildered rather than enlightened his early efforts, 
will find in Sir Frederick’s book much to interest. He has, of course, 
advanced beyond the unsatisfying anaylsis of Austin, and sees in law 
the rules which are actually current rather than the law made such 
by the ‘‘ sanction” of the law-giver. Hence there is no difficulty in 
making the State subject to rules of law just as much as an individual. 
And the relation of law to morality is well brought out. Law is not 
morality, but it may have an elevating influence on morality. ‘* The 
moral ideal present to law-givers and judges, if it does not always come 
up to the highest that has been conceived, will at least be, generally 
speaking, above the common average of practice; it will represent 
the standard of the best sort of citizens” (p. 49). We can see this 
illustrated in the current question of secret commissions. The pre- 
liminary inquiry into the nature of law is followed by an examina- 
tion of general legal notions, such as the distinction between possession 
and ownership, and the nature of obligations; and the second 

part of the book, on legal authorities and their use, includes a 

valuable account of law reporting, and a discussion of the use of 

precedents. It is interesting to note that stress is laid upon the 
practice of conveyancers—recognized by Lord Eldon as ‘‘a very 

considerable authority” (Smith v. Earl of Jersey, 3 Bligh, p. 444). 

‘‘ Between the year 1772,” said Lord Eldon in an interesting 

reminiscence, ‘‘ and a period approaching the year 1780, I spent many 














of the most profitable years of my life in the office of a conveyancer, 
and I was led at that time to a knowledge not only of the practice, 
but of what were the sentiments of the great conveyancers of those 
days.” Sir Frederick justifies the respect paid by the judges to 








He published a similar very successful and well-prepared little book 
on the Licensing Act, 1902. Those who found the last-mentioned 


conveyancers by the freedom of conveyancing criticism—a kind of fn 
terrorem argument. ‘‘In this eminently scientific branch of the 
profession,” he says, ‘‘ who are, as it were, the sappers of the bar, 


| judicial interpretations of the law, notably the law of real property, are 


apt to be more freely criticized than elsewhere.” With all respect for 
judgments upon other branches of the law, the position assigned to 
vonveyancers, and the law which the judges and themselves share in 
making, does not appear to be too high. 





Motor-cars. 


Tue Law oF Moror-cars, HACKNEY AND OTHER CARRIAGES: AN 
EPITOME OF THE Law, STATUTES, AND REGULATIONS. SECOND 
Epirion. By G. A. Bonner and H. G. Farrant, Barristers-at- 
Law, Stevens & Sons. 

The sing of the Motor-car Act, 1903, must have very quickly 
rende the first edition of this very useful book almost valueless. 
For, although the book deals with other carriages and with the 
general rule of the road, probably it will be purchased chiefly for 
information on the law relating to motor-cars—a subject which 
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increases in importance with the rapidly increasing numbers of those 


who use the new form of vehicle. The book commences with the’ 


Locomotives on Highways Act, 1896, and the Motor-car Act, 1903. 
These are set out verbatim with carefully-written notes on each 
section. Next comes a chapter on other carriages. Then there is a 
sketch of the general law of negligence, nuisance, and bailment as 
applied to the road and to carriers. This part, although well 
written and correct, is in our opinion the least useful portion of the 
work, asit hardly goes deeply enough into these matters to obviate 
the necessity of applying to larger works in a real difficulty. In the 
appendix, in addition to a large number of statutes, are to be found 
the regulations made by the Local Government Board as to motor- 
cars, and other regulations and bye-laws. We can safely recommend 
the book to all to whom the subject is of any importance. 





Books Received. 


A Treatise on the Law of Execntors and Administrators, By the 


Right Hon. Sir Epwarp VavGHAN WILLIAMs (late one of the: 


Judges of her Majesty’s Court of Common Pleas). Tenth Edition. 
By the Right Hon. Sir Rotanp L. VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, a Lord 
Justice of Appeal, and ArTHuR Robert InePEN, K.C. In Two 
Vols. Stevens & Sons (Limited) ; Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


A Handy Book on the Formation, Management, and Winding- 
up of Joint Stock Companies. By F. GorE-BrownE, M.A., K.C., 
and WILLIAM JoRDAN, Company Registration and Parliamentary 
Agent. Twenty-sixth Edition. Jordan & Sons (Limited). 


Urban Police and Sanitary Legislation, 1904: being a Collection 
of Provisions contained in the Local Improvement Acts obtained by 
English Urban District Councils in the Year 1904, after Consideration 
by the Police and Sanitary Committee of the House of Commons. 
Compiled and arranged by Frank Nort KEEN, Barrister-at-Law. 
P. 8. King & Son. 


The Handy Book to Solicitor’s Costs: Showing at a Glance the 
Various Charges in the Chancery and King’s Bench Divisions, 
Lunacy, Companies Winding up, Lands Clauses Acts, Probate, 
Divorce, and Admiralty Division, Bankruptcy, County Courts, 
Mayor’s Court, Conveyancing and General Business, and under the 
Land Transfer Acts, By A.C. Daves, Costs Draftsman. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited). 

The Law Affecting General and Particular Average. 
RENCE DuckwortTH, Barrister-at-Law. 
Rewritten. Effingham Wilson. 


The Licensing Act, 1904 (4 Ed. 7, c. 23): Containing the Text 
of the Act, with Full Notes, together with an Introduction 
Explaining the Act and the Changes Effected by it; also Containing 
the Rules Made Under the Act. By Sr. Jonn G. MIcKLETHWAIT, 
MA, B.C.L., Barrister-at-Law. William Blackwood & Sons. 


By Law- 
Second Edition, Entirely 








Correspondence. 


Land Transfer Acts. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I send you a copy of a letter dated the 19h instant which I 
addressed to the secretary to the Law Society, and copy of his reply 
of the 26th. 

Very hkely my suggestion is by no means original, but it does seem 
to me tbat if it were adopted by the entire profession no trust money 
would, in the course of comparatively few years, be avuilable to 
assist transactions under the above Acts. I venture to think this 
would prove such a clog upon the working of those Acts that the 
authorities weuld be compelled to fulfil their broken promise of an 


uiry. 

The chief obstacle to reform in this, as in every question effecting 
solicitors, is the apathy and lack of co-operation among members of 
the profession. CAMPBELL WADE. 

4, St. Helen’s-place, E.C., Jan. 27. 

The following is the correspondence referred to: 


4, St. Helen’s-place, E.C. 
' 19th January, 1905. 
Dear Sir,—It has occurred to me, as a solicitor in conveyancing practice, 
that, having regard to the unworkable and dangerous provisions of those 


chaotic attempts at legislation known as the Land Transfer Acts, 1897, | 


and the rules thereunder, it would only be fair to relieve trustees of 
settlements and wills trom the possibility of being asked to advance 
— upon the security of registered charges under the Land ‘Transfer 
I accordingly propose, when drawing settlements and wills in future, to 
expressly exclude such charges in the investment clause in the same 
manner that iand in Ireland is sometimes excluded, 





If this practice were adopted by the whole profession, I think it would, 
besides protecting trustees, have the effect of forcing the authorities to 
redeem their pledge of inquiring into the working of the Acts in question, 
which inquiry they are for their own sakes now doing their best to 
avoid.—Yours faithfully, . 

(Signed) CampBeLL Wane, 

The Secretary, The Law Society. 

Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 
26th January, 1905. 

Dear Sir,—The Council have considered your letter of the 19th instant, 
and, while thanking you for the suggestion, instruct me to say that it is 
not one they would feel disposed to recommend for adoption by the 
members of the society generally.—Yours faithfully, 

(Signed) E. W. Wituramson, Secretary, 

A. C. Wane, Esq., 4, St. Helen’s-place, E.O. 








New Orders, &c. 


Statutory Rules and Orders, 1905. 
aa 
BANKRUPTCY, ENGLAND. 
GENERAL RULES. 
GENERAL RULES, DATED JANUARY 5, 1905, MADE PURSUANT TO 
SEcTION 127 OF THE BankKRUPTCY ACT, 1883. 
APPEALS. 


1. Restriction on Appeals.| No appeal shall be brought, 

(a) Without the leave of the Court, or of the Court of Appeal, 
from any order made by consent or as to costs only, or from 
any order relating to property when it is apparent from the 
proceedings that the money or money’s worth involved does 
not exceed £80. 

(b) From an omission by the Court to exercise a discretionary 
power, unless on application made to it the Court shall have 
refused to exercise such power, in which latter case an appeal 
from the refusal may be brought. 

2. Rule 129 of the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886, is hereby annulled, and 
Rule 1 of these Rules is hereby substituted for the said annulled Rule, 
and may be cited amongst the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886, as Rule 129. 

Dated the 5th day of January, *1905. 


Hatspvry, C. 
I concur, 
G. W. BALFour, 
President of the Board of Trade. 








Cases of the Week. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
MORRIS v. MORRIS, Farwell, J. 1st Feb. 


Practice—Payment Ovr or Covurt—Srarvure or Limirations—Piea Too 
LATE. 


Petition. A testator, Christopher Morris, died on the 23rd of February, 
1847, leaving his residuary estate to his wife for life, then to his daughter, 
E. A. R. Morris, the petitioner, for life, then over to other persons. Prior 
to the 3rd of March, 1846, the testator’s wife had advanced to him £2,000 
upon a promissory note. By a settlement of the 3rd of March, 1846, this 
debt of £2,000 was assigned upon trust for the wife for life, with remainder 
to her daughter, the petitioner. In 1872 the petitioner was found to be of 
unsound mind, and her estate vested in a committee. The petition had 
reference to a sum of £4,000, then in court to the credit of the testator’s 
estate, of which the petitioner was tenant for life, and asked ‘‘ that it 
might be ascertained whether a sum of £2,000, which appears to 
have been due from the said estate, and to which sum the 
petitioner, E. A. R. Morris, was beneficially entitled, has been paid 
or not, and if not, to have provision made for its payment.’ 
| The defendant, J. G. Morris, who was the receiver of the rents and profits 
| of the real estate, and the person appointed to get in the outstanding 
| personal estate of the testator under an administration decree of 1872, 
| allowed the inquiry about this claim to go before the master framed as 

usked for in the petition. The defence set up was payment. The 
| certificate found that no payment had been made, and that the petitioner 
| was legaily entitled to the sum of £2,000 out of the fund standing to the 
| credit of the testator’s estate. The defendant did not move to vary the 
certificate. At the hearing counsel for the defendant pleaded the Statute 
of Limitations. On a preliminary objection, counsel for the plaintiff 
argued that a petition is analogous to a trial, and the executors of a 
| debtor-would have to get leave from the court to plead the Statute of 
| Limitations. The defence of the statute not having been raised 
| during the inquiry which corresponded to the trial of the facts 

of the case, it was not open to the defendant to raise it when the 
| certificate had been made, and the petitioner found to be legally entitled 
to the sum in question. If it had been intended to plead the Statute of 
Limitations the whole inquiry was useless from the beginning and should 
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have been differently framed. [Farwrtt, J.—Some such, words as ‘‘or 
the statute having been pleaded any recognition of it obtained’? should 
have been inserted. } 


Farwett, J., in giving judgment, said: This is like an action for a debt 
in which the defendant omits to plead the Statute of Limitations. The 
facts are proved and payment shewn not to have been made. Then 
the defendant suddenly sets up the statute. It is now too late. 
The defendant has acquiesced in the master’s ruling wm chambers, 
and did not move t» vary the certificate, which finds the petitioner legally 
entitled to the sum of £2,000. Legally entitled means entitled to recover 
that sum at law. The Statute of Limitations cannot be pleaded, and the 
master’s certificate finding £2,000 due to the petitioner stands.—CovunseEL, 
Upjohn, K.C., and Brinton ; Jenkins, K.C., pot F. Thompson. Soutcrrors, 
Chester, Broome, § Griffithes ; Field, Roscoe, § Co. 


[Reported by C. H. Canpzx Noap, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re DRINEWATER’S SETTLED ESTATES. Farwell, J. 28th Jan. 


Serrtep Lanp—Ternant vor Lire—Herr-at-Law—AccuMULATIONS OF 
{xcome— Powers or TrNant For Lire—ANNuiry—Resipvuary Estate— 
Treticsson Act (39 & 40 Gro, 3, c. 98)—Sztrtitep Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 
46 Vicr. c. 38), 8s. 2, sun-sEcTIoNn 7; s. 58, sun-sEcTION 1 (vr.). 


This was an originating summons taken out for the purpose of deter- 
mining an important point under the Settled Land Act, 1882 (45 & 46 
Vict. c. 38). ‘The facts were shortly as follows: Thomas Drinkwater died 
in September, 1897, and by his will, dated the 11th of August, 1897, 
devised certain real estate to his three sons, John, William, and George, 
upon certain trusts, which were in effect to pay an anouity of £70 to his 
wife for her life or until she should marry again, and to accumulate the 
residue of the rents thereof during her lite ; and he directed that the accu- 
mulations should fall into his residuary estate. And after the death of his 
wife he devised the real estate in question to one of his three sons, 
and he also devised and bequeathed his residuary estate to his said three 
sons and his daughter in equal shares. One of the sons was the testator’s 
heir-at-law. The question arose in reference to a pending sale to the 
Midland Railway Co. of a certain portion of the testator’s property, whether 
the heir-at-!aw and the residuary legatees, or any of them, could exercise 
the power of a tenant for life under the Settled Land Act, 1882, before the 
expiration of twenty-one years from the testator’s death. It 
was submitted on behalf of the heir-at-law that on the expiration 
ot twenty-one years from the testator’s death he would be entitled 
toan estate pur avtre vic, on the avthority of Re Atherton (35 Soxicrrors’ 
JournaL 432; 1891, W. N. 85) and Vine v. Ral-igh (40 Soxrcrroxs’ 
JournaL 85 ; 1896, 1 Ch. 87). On behalf of the residuary legatees it was 
contended that they were now entitled to the surplus rents subject to the 
widow’s annuity. The fact that their interest m such rent during her 
life might be determined by her future marriage or by the possible opera- 
tion of the Thellusson Act if she lived until 1918 was immaterial, havin 
regard to section 58, sub-section 1 (vi.) of the Settled Land Act, 1882, an 
also the annuity came within section 2, sub-section 7, of the Act. 

Farwe., J., held that the residuary legatees were entitled to stop the 
accumulation and receive the rents, and that they could exercise the 

wers of a tenant for life under section 58, sub-section 1 (vi.), of the Settled 

and Act, 1882. He appointed trustees for the purposes of the Act.— 
a Henry Johnston; H. Greenwood.  Svxicrrors, Robbins, Billing, 
0. 


[Reported by A. R. Taytour, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 
r ad 





High Court—Kuiny’s Bench Division. 
SAYERS v. MASSON SCOTT & CO. Div. Court. 24th Jan. 


Execution—Jssuz or WaARRANT—AGREEMENTS UNDER THRE WoRKMEN’S 
Compensation Act, 1897 —Cuunty Courts Act, 1888, s. 146 — County 
Covrr Rugs, 1903, oxp, 25, x. 7—Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, 
Scnepute LI. (8). 

Application for an order in the nature of a mandamus directed to the 
Registrar of the Wandsworth County Court, requiring him to issue a 
warrant of execution under the following circumstances. The workman 
on whose behalf the application was made bad been injured by accident 
in November, 1903, while in the employment of Masson Scott & Cu., 
avd it was agreed that he should be “paid compensation during 
incapacity’’ at the rate of £1 a week, being the amount he would 
have been entitled to under the Act of 1897, and a memorandum of this 
agreement, dated the 8th of December, 1903, was duly filed in the Wands- 
worth County Court. ‘The money was regularly paid him down to 
Apri], 1904, when the firm took him back, arranging that he should only 
have light work and that his wages should be the same as before the 
a cident—namely, £2 a werk, and stipulating that the payments due under 
the filed agreement should be suspended. In November last he was dis- 
charged. He thereupon claimed to be paid £1 a week under the agreement 
of the 8th of December, 1903. ‘Ihe money was not paid, and he paid the 
necessary fees and filled up the forms to briug the defendant firm before 
the county court, when he was informed by the registrar that another 
agreement had been placed upon the register, either by the insurance office 
or by the defendant firm, which purported to be an agreement that his 
incapacity had ceased as from April, 1904, and that the weekly 
payment should be suspended without prejudice to any claim which he 
might make in the future. ‘This was the first intimation that the work- 
man had that a second agreement had bern filed. Under the Act a 


registrar has express power to register an agreement although only signed | but I am bound to eay that both 
by one party. ‘Lhe workman thereupon applied to the registrar for a warrant | use plain expressions in their judgments 





of execution, but his ae was refused. On appeal the learned 
judge (the Hon. Arthur Russell) refused to order the trar to issue a 
warrant. Hence tne present application. Counsel for the workman now 
contended that the effect of filing the memorandum of the 8th of 
December, 1903, was the same as the recording of a judgment obtained in 
the county court, and that, there being six weeks’ payment due to the 
applicant under that agreement, he was entitled to a warrant of execution 
for £6. It was further submitted that the could not take into- 
consideration other and subsequent entries that might appear on the 
register. He cited Reg. v. Fletcher (2 E. & B. 279 , and re sub. nom. 
Reg v. Clerk of the County Court of Surrey (21 L. J.Q. B. 310). 

‘Tue Covrt (Lord ALvenstong, C J., and Kennepy and Riptey, JJ.) held 
that the applicant had a right to ask the county court judge to the 
register by cancelling the second memorandum, and against his refusal the 
applicant could appeal. Therefore, there being another remedy open to 
the applicant, the present application for a rule in the nature of a mandamus 
would be refused.—CounsEL, Minton-Senhouse. Soxtcrror, J. Carnegie. 


[Reported by Erskine Rem, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. |] 


Re HARGROVES, ARONSON, AND HARTOPP AND ANOTHER. 
Div, Court. 23rd Jan. 


Necuicence - Burtprne Lert in Friats —Liasuiry or Lanpiorp Tro Texants 
—Imp.irep Covenant To Keep Roor iv Rerar. 


Appeal from the City of London County Court, which raised the important 
question of the liability of the Jandiord of buildings let out in flats 10 
tenants, the roof being retained in the ion and under the coutrol of 
the landlord. In this case the plaintiff leased the top floor of the premises 
by an agreement dated the 14th day of November, 1902, which contaimed 
the usual covenants to keep in good repair and for quiet enjoyment. The 
roof was not included in the demise, and there was no covenant by the 
landlord, the defendant, to keep it in good repair. The evidence was to 
the eff-ct that the landlord in the past had kept the roof in repair and 
inspected it periodically. In July, 1904, he repaired it at the request of 
the plaintiff, but owing to the gutters and pipes being choked water came 
through and damaged the goods of the defendant on the 22nd of October, 
1904. The plaintiff gave immediate notice, which was received by 
the defendant on Friday, the 23rd, and a surveyor was duly sent 
on Monday, the 26th of October, during which interval further damage 
was sustained. The learned county court judge found that the 
gutters and pipes were uot properly cleaned in January and July, and 
further, the defendant shewed neglect in not attending to the mischief 
sooner than he did in October. He held the plaintiff was entitled w 
recover £38, the amount of the damuge sustained, as the defendant was 
bound to use reasonable care in keeping the roof in propercondition. The 
defendant appealed. Counsel for the appellants said that it was settled 
law that the landlord, was not under any obligation to repair unless he 
hud covenanted to do so in the lease: Gott v. Gandy (23 L. J. Q. B.1). The 
point in this country had not arisen in respect to flats, where the landlord 
retained possession and control of the roof, but it had frequently arisen in 
America where the decisions all supported his case: Aru-ger v. Ferrant 
(43 Am. Rep. 223). Carstairs v. Taylor (L. R. 6 Ex. 217) and Miller v. 
Hancock (1893, 2 Q B. 177) were decisions in his favour. There was no 
breach of the covenant for quiet enjoyment, because that required an act 
of the landlord, not an omission: Harrison v. Muncaster (1891, 2 Q. B. 680; 
see Lord Esher at p. 684). 


Tne Court (Lord Atverstone, C.J., and Kennepy and Riprey, JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 


Lord A.vexsrong, C.J., in the course of his judgment, after stating the 
facts of the case and the findings of the learned county court judge as 
out ubove, said : I do not think we ought to interfere. Ido not wish 
decide, nor is it necessary to decide, that there is in all cases an o 
tion to repair on the landlord. We may have to decide that some 
Counsel for the appellants has ingeniously suggested that the landlord 
can only be liable for an act of omission, not for an act of commission. 
I think thatis afallacy. Assuming the landlord to keep the roof in his 
possession under his control, then permitting the gutters and pipes to 
become choked would soon develop into an act of commission. It has 
been strenuously urged that, assuming there is no implied covenant 
to repair, the landlord cannot be liable for neglect to repair. 
{ think the cases differentiate between mere obligation to repair and 
negligent user of property which remains in his possession. In Carstairs v. 
Taylor, where the was due to a hole made bya rat, the court held 
that the landlord was not liable either on the ground of an implied 
covenant or that he had ‘brought water to a place from which it entered 
the warehouse. Counsel presses us to say that the judgments negative 
the view that there was any obligation to re I do not think they went so 
far. ‘The Chief Baron said, even conceded an implied covenant, it would 
not extend to damage of the kind. Martin, B., says: ‘* Probably 
the defendant was under a liability to use reasonable care in keeping 
the roof secure, but he cannot be held responsible for what no reasonable 
care would have provided against.”” In Miller v, Hancock, a flat case, 
the staircase was in the control and possession of the defendant, 
and the plaintiff, a stranger, not a tenant, slipped and sustained 
damage owing to the defective condition of the staircase. The decision 
in that case was ia favour of the plaintiff. Iam bound to say in that case 
they considered there was a duty owed by the landlord to the plaintiff 
apart from any question of a covenant to 1t may be that that arises 
from the fact that they were dealing with the question of access to the house, 
and it may be that they were considering it only from the point of view 
of deciding what was the right of the tiff who was invited to go there 
Esher, M.R. and Bowen, L.J., 

would indicate 


which that in 
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their opinion there would be an obligation in respect to property the con- 
trol of which still remained under the landlord, though such expressions 
were not necessary for the actual decision. I am content to decide this on 
the basis that the landland retained possession of the roof, that the 
tenants had no special privilege to go on the roof, and that the 
learned county court judge found the defendant had neglected to keep 
the gutters clean, and to repair in time after notice. The American 
decisions only involve questions of liability to repair, not negligent user. 1 
do not decide the more difficult question whether there may not in all cases 
be an obligation to repair, but wnat I decide is where the landlord is found 
to remain in possession, and there has been negligent user on his part, an 
action is maintained. 
Kennepy and Rrotey, JJ., concurred.—Covunset, Gregory; Sturges. 
Sout crrors, Church, Adams, § Prior ; Haddon Gray. 


[Reportel by Mavsice N. Drvcgver, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 
AMBLER ». BISHOP OF LEEDS. Bray, J. 20th Jan. 


Ancient Ligots—PReEscRIPTION—ORDINARY AND SPECIAL 
— Damace. 

Special case stated by the umpire under a memorandum of agreement 
dated the Ist day of December, 1902. The agreement of reference was to 
determine whether the cathedral in the course of construction constituted 
a legal obstruction of the ancient lights in respect to premises occupied by 
the plaintiffs. The umpire appointed in accordance with the terms of the 
agreement found that there had been no interference with light for all 
ordinary purposes of user, but that the plaintiffs required a special amount 
of light for their respective occupations—viz., architect and cloth merchant, 
aud that, in respect to such special user the plaintiffs had sustained damages 
to the amount of £600. The umpire stated the following special case for 
the opinion of the court: Whether, on the foregoing facts, 1 am bound 
by the decision in The Home and Colonial Stores (Limited) v. Colls, and, 
therefore cannot award damage to the plaintiffs, or whether I can award 
damages in respect of interference with such special user of light as afore- 


TsER—NUISANCE 


Bray, J., reading from his written judgment, said : Counsel for the plain- 
tiffs took the following points: First he said that the umpire had found that 
an architect's business was not an ordinary business ; that that was wrong in 
law; that an architect’s business was an ordinary business, and as he had 
found that the light was insufficient for this business, he had found that 
jt was insufficient for any ordinary business ; and, therefore, according to 
the law as laid down in Col/s” case (1904, App. Cas. 179), there had been an 
actionable interference with the plaintiffs’ ancient light, and the plaintiffs 
were entitled to the £600 damages. Secondly, he contended that the 
twenty years’ enjoyment had given the plaintiffs a right to the special 
light. I will examine these contentions. First, what is meant by the 
«x pressions which are to be found in the special case and in the judgments 
in Colls’ case, *‘ ordinary user,” or ‘‘ ordinary business,’”’ or ‘‘ ordinary 
purposes.”” I think that the word ‘‘ordinary” is used solely with 
reference to light and an ordinary user, or an ordinary business 
means a user or business which requires only an ordinary amount of 
light. In my opinion that is a question of fact. Secondly, does 
the use and enjoyment of the special light for twenty years give 
aright to it? This most important point was not decided in Coils’ case. 
Malins, V.C.’s, judgment in Lanfranchi v. Mackenzie (L. R. 4 Eq. 421, see 
p. 430), is distinctly opposed to the plaintiffs contention if knowledge is not 
to be assumed, and counsel was unable to point to any dictum in any casein 
his favour. Ifthe origin of the right to light is a supposed lost grant or 
covenant as the cases seem to shew, who would presume that the owner of 
the servient tenement intended to grant a special right beyond the ordinary 
right when he was ignorant of the special useror enjoyment’ I am, 
however, prepared to go further and to hold that even twenty years’ 
enjoyment to the knowledge of the servient tenement will not give a 
larger right. Again, [ think in many of the judgments in the Coils’ case 
and in other cases, it is implied, if not exprersed, that in measuring the 
quantum of light to which the owner of the dominant tenement is entitled, 
the ose for which he desires to use or uses the light should be disre- 

, and does not either enlarge or diminish the easement which he has 
acquired. It was well observed by counsel for the defendant that the 
special user on which the claim is founded is a user on the dominant 
tenement and not on the srvient tenement. If the true doctrine 
be that which is laid down Gulls’ cas, that by twenty years’ 
user all that is acquired is a right to prevent the defendant from 
— so a8 to interfere with the light previously enjoyed so 

ially as to amount to a nuisance, I think it would not be logically 
consistent with this doctrine to hold that a larger right can be acquired. I 
must hold that the plaintiffs are entitled to no damages here, and must 
direct judgment to be entered for the defendant with costs so far as I have 
any jurisdiction to deal with coste.—Counsut, Bankes, K.C., and Longstaffe ; 
Waugh, KB... avd Waddy. Sorracrrous, Pitman & Sons, tor H. Denison, 
Leeds ; Johns, Weatherall, & S-urt, for Watkin, York. 


Beyor e1 by Mavuice N. Devowr, Fe)., Berrister-at-Law. | 


Solicitors’ Cases. 
Ie JOHN CLAYTON (LIM,), Buckley, J. “lst Jan. 


Bouton assy Cruver—Comvasy—Votentany Wrievine-vy—Keconsrauce 


tin—Purervevarios ov Ayr —Bosacrrous Act, 1660 (24 & 24 Vict. 

&. 127), s. 28. 

In December, 1902, the above company not being able to 
ite property at the 

jon, and «# liquidator 


Summons. 
mest ite liabilities, and having executions levied u 
euit of creditors, resolved to go into voluntary liqu 





| Morrison, 


was appointed for the purpose of selling its undertaking to a new com. 
pany as a going concern. The liquidator accordingly prepared a scheme of 
arrangement for the sale of its undertaking to the new company, which 
scheme was sanctioned in October, 1903, by an order of the court. A new 
company was formed in November, 1903, with the name of Jong 
(Limited) to carry out the arrangement, which had been embodied in an 
agreement already entered into on behalf of the new company, and the new 
company in January, 1904, adopted and ratified this agreement. The 
terms of the scheme of arrangement were the purchase of the undertaking 
and assets of the old company, and the taking over of its liabilities by 
Jons (Limited) in consideration of the payment of sufficient cash to 
satisfy the costs, charges, and expenses of the scheme of arrangement and 
carrying it into effect, and the issue to the unsecured creditors of the old 
company of tully paid-up shares to the amount of their debts, and to the 
liquidator of a certain number of shares as paid up to the extent of 
17s. 6d. in the £. The new company, however, were not able to satisfy 
the consideration agreed upon, and, in consequence, the old company 
remained in possession of their assets, as they were entitled todo. But in 
December, 1904, having received an offer to purchase part of the plant 
belonging to the old company, the liquidator of that company and Jons 
(Limited), the new company, acting by arrangement with each other, sold 
this part of the plant for £200. This £200 remained in the hands of the 
liquidator. Mr. Walter Webb, carrying on business of Walter Webb & 
Co., had acted as solicitor of the old company throughout these pro- 
ceedings, and claimed to have his costs, charges, and expenses (which had 
been taxed at £184 16s. 6d.) paid out of this sum of £200, upon the ground 
that it arose from property which had been preserved by the proceedings 
which as solicitor he had carried out. He had obtained an order nisi that 
these taxed costs should be charged upon the £200, and the present 
summons was taken out by him against the liquidator to have the order 
made absolute. 

Bucky, J., held that the effect of what the applicant had done was to 
preserve the property of the company from the executions of its creditors, 
and had enabled the sale in question to be made. As between the two 
companies the £200 belonged to the liquidator of the old company, aud 
consequently the applicant, as its solicitor, was entitled to have the 
charging order he asked fur —CovunseL, H. FE. Wright; J. W. Manning, 
Soxicrrors, Walter Webb § Co. ; Blair § W. B. Girling. 


‘Reported by NevitLe Tegsurt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. |} 
Solicitors Ordered to be S:ruck Off the Rolls. 


Feb. 1.—Gzrorce Joun Frepentck Muskert, 12, Dowgate-hill, Cannon- 
street, London, E.C. 

Feb. 1.—Geroxce Cosens Prior. 

Feb. 1.—Witiiam Jonn Watson. 








Law Societies. 
The Law Society. 


SPECIAL GENERAL MEETING. 

The usual special general meeting of the Law Society was held on 
Friday, the 27th ult., at the Society’s Hall, Chancery-laune, the Presi- 
dent, Mr. THos. Rawie (London) taking the chair. ‘he following 
members of the Council] were present: Mr. William Francis Fladgate 
(vice-president), Mr. Charles Mylne Burker, Mr. Thomas William 
Bischoff, Mr. Ebenezer John Bristow, Mr. Robert Ellett (Cirencester), Mr. 
William Edward Gillett, Mr. William Godden, Mr, William Howard 
Gray, Mr. Henry Edward Gribble, Sir John Gray Hil! (Liverpool), Sir 
John Hollams, Mr. Stephen Henham King (Maidstone), Mr. William 
George King, Mr. Henry Manisty, Mr. Charles Edward Mathews (Bir- 
mingham), Mr. Richard Pennington, Sir A. K. Rollit, B.A., LL.D., 
D.C.L., M.P., Mr. Richard Stephens Taylor, Mr. Walter Trower, Mr. 
William Melmoth Walters, Mr. William Howard Winterbotham, and 
Mr. Philip Witham; also the following extraordinary members: Mr. 
Charles Elton Longmore (Hertford) and Mr, Charles Edward Stevens 
(Liverpool). 

There was a large attendance of members. 

EXAMINATION PRIZES AND CERTIFICATES, 

The Preswenr, at the commencement of the proceedings, presented 
the prizes and certificates and special prizes awarded to the successful 
candidates at the society’s examinations, as follows :—Special Prizes: 
Mr. J. R. Pullon, Travers-‘Smith scholirship and Law Society's ge 
Mr. B. M. Cooke, Travers-Smith scholarship, third year; Mr, W. O. 
Jones, Scott scholarship, Clement’s Inn prize and Daniel Reardon 
prize ; Mr. H. F. Madders, Scott scholarship and Clabon prize ; Mr. 
. A, Matthews, Broderip gold medal and New Inn prize; Mr, O, A. 


Butcher, Mellersh prize. Prizes; Mr. FE. B. Hou!ston, Clifford’s Inn 
prize; Mr. H, Davey, Law Society prize ; Mr. F. C. Clare, Lew Society 
wize and John Mackrell prize; Mr, A. W. Berry, Law Society prize; 
Mr. P. ¥. Lever, Law Society prize; Mr. W. G, Thomas, Law Society 
wise, Second-clase Certificates (in alphabetical order): Mr, C. 8. Bache, 
Mr. F. Barrett, Mr. C. P, Brabazon, B.A, (Oxon.), Mr. N. 8. Done, 


Mr. B. Farrel), Mr. R. FE. Gething, B.A. (Oxon.), Mr, W. W. Henman, 
B.A. (Cimb.), Mr, W. L, Hey, Mr. BK. Higgins, Mr. F. Lambert, Mr. 
1’. H. Lioyd, Mr. KE. A. W. Milroy, M.A., B.C.L, (Oxon.), Mr. D.C. A. 
B.A,, LL.B. (Camb.). Mr. ©. N, Powell, Mr, L, R. G. 8. ©. 
Seymour, Mr./H. Williams, Third Claas (in alphabetical order): Mr. 
A. ¥. Everett, B.A. (Oxon.), Mr, H. Francis, Mr, W. B, Hind, Mr. 
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H. G. Jones, Mr. W. E. Lawrence, Mr. M. Stratton, Mr. R. 8. Taylor, 
wr. E. A. Walmisley. 
PRESIDENTS REMARKS. 
The PRESIDENT said that since they last met in that hall, in July, a 
good deal hid passed which was of very great interest to the profession. 


ScHoot or Law. 

It would be remembered that at that time they were in very high 
hope that they had succeeded, under the guidance and leadership of 
the Attorney-General and with the support of the Inns of Court, in 
coming into view of that much-desired object, the establishment of a 
School of Law. Those hopes, however, in the end were not realised. 
In consequence of difficulties and impediments which arose, the Attorney- 
General had found that it was not possible for him to carry out the 
scheme that he had formulated, and which the society had most cordially 
supported. The scheme was, as they knew, supported by the 
benchers of Lincoln’s Inn, but in other quarters the scheme was not 
received with the satisfaction with which it was received by the society. 
The result was that the scheme was in abeyance, not dead, he hoped, 
but for the present they could only hope. With regard to this, he 
would remind the meeting that there appeared in the Z'imes of the 
previous Wednesday, a copy of some resolutions which were passed by 
the Council. He would not read them, because he took it for granted 
that they were all so much interested in the subject that they had read 
them when they appeared, and the members were aware of the resolu- 
tions which had been passed there on the 13th inst. of that month. In 
those resolutions the Council had expressed their regret that the scheme of 
the Attorney-General had failed to be carried out, and also the hope 
that it would be resuscitated in the future, and that whenever that was 
the cise the Attorney-General could rely upon the cordial support of 
the society, and of their branch of the profession, in establishing one 
great school of law for the community, and for both branches of the pro- 
fession. The Attorney-General, in response to that, as they had also seen 
published in the Z'imes. had written a most courteous letter, in which 
he expressed his gratification at having received these resolutions. 


Socrety’s Epvucation ScHEME. 

That being the state of things, the society were left to their own 
resources in the matter of educatton. Fortunately those resources were, 
he thought, and he hoped they would agree with him, equal, to some 
extent, to the task that was imposed upon the society, because the task 
of legal educition was a very great task. It was a most important 
matter, and it was one which affected, not only the interests and advance- 
ment of the profession, but it was also very important from a_ public 

oint of view. ‘The Council were doing everything they could in that 
puilding to provide a most efficient school of law of their own. They 
were fortunate in having the assistance of the principal, who had fully 
justified the confidence which the Council had in him when they elected 
him. Dr. Jenks had done wonders with the powers the Council had 
been able to place at his disposal in establishing the classes as they now 
existed. ‘These were numerously attended, and the teaching had been 
followed by considerable success, many of the pupils having distinguished 
themselves at the society’s examinations. 


Arrictep CrerKs’ Common Room. 

It was very much at the suggestion of Dr. Jenks, who had said that 
he thought it was a very desirable thing that the society should shew 
that it took a great interest in the coming generation, that the Council, 
who were desirous of making things very Samael agreeable for the 
solicitors of the future, had instituted an innovation. From that point 
of view, the Council had now established, for the use of articled Jule 
attending the lectures, a common room, in which they might have the 
advantage of personal communication and those other social attractions 
that were to be obtained from a room which was in the nature, as it 
were, of something like a club for them. Of course, the arrangements 
for that common room were so framed as not to interfere in any way with 
the comfort of the members of the society, or to detract at all from 
the attractions which in other respects were now offered. 


MEMBERSHIP OF THE SOCIETY. 

And he could not help thinking that the wisdom which had instructed 
the Council to enlarge the sphere of their action and activity, especially 
in regard to increasing the facilities offered for increasing the comfort 
of the members of the society in that building, had been made manifest. 
He thought there was no doubt that, owing very much to the advantages 
now available to the members, was to be attributed the fact that durmg 
the last year there had been a larger accession to the ranks of the 
society than in any other previous year. Between 500 and 600 new 
members had joined the society since this time last year. He thought 
that that might be regarded as a most satisfactory result. 


LEGAL Epvucation. 


But the Council did not confine themselves to London, although it 
was a very important part of the Empire, and although it contained 
& very large number of articled clerks, A _ larger number 
of articled clerks were scattered throughout the kingdom. 
Therefore it was that the Education Committee and the Council paid 
the greatest consideration to every opportunity that presented itself of 
endeavouring to increase the advantages of the articled clerks in the 
country with regard to providing for them the means of legal instruction, 
They rejoiced to know that at several of the great important centres 
there were now established most effective classes, He referred to Bir- 


mingham, Liverpool, Manchester, Sheffield, Bristol, and elsewhere, and 
He mentioned them last, 


to the Yorkshire Board of Legal Studies. 





because he thought that they perhaps were the strongest body of local 
associations who provided instruction for articled clerks. And he thought 
it would be satistactory to the society to know that out of the society’s 
means, which hitherto had prevented their doing more, the Council had 
disbursed considerable sums to each of these—up to £250 in the case of 
the Yorkshire Board of Legal Studies, £250 to Manchester, £250 to 
Liverpool, and other sums to other places, and they would continue to 
promote that important matter of giving articled clerks effectual educa- 
tion. 
Kemp v. INLAND REVENUE. 

The point he would next like to mention was, he thought, not only in 
the interest of the profession, which, of course, was the first object of 
the Council, that was their principal reason for being in existence, to 
protect the interests of the profession; but they also claimed that the 
society discharged a very useful public duty. And although it might 
not appear on the face of it to be a very large or important matter, it 
was a matter of importance. He would draw attention to the decision 
that was reported quite lately in the case of Kemp v. The Commis- 
sioners of Inland Revenue. The meeting would remember that it was 
necessary now that in the case of a devise of real estate there should be 
the assent of the legal personal representatives, and that assent used to 
be given sometimes in the form of a letter, or, at all events, by a very 
simple memorandum. That practice had gone on until the Inland 
Revenue asserted that the assent to a devise under section 3 of the 
Land Transfer Act, 1897, was liable to duty, and they sought to impose 
a stamp duty of 10s. That was a matter which affected the interests of 
the public. It affected the interests of the profession indirectly, because 
it was an irritating thing to have to py 10s. where they knew it was 
not properly payable. The society had taken up that case, and he was 
very glad to be able to remind the meeting that when they got into the 
King’s Bench Division they succeeded, and that the jaw now was 
established, and the 10s. claimed by Somerset House could no longer be 
enforced. 

Somerset HovsEe AGAIN. 

There was another instance of the advantage to the public of the 
action of the society. He dared say they had all read a very interesting 
letter published in the Soxicrrors’ JourNaL of the 14th of January, 
written by Messrs. Booth & Smee. That explained a very interesting 
point which had arisen. When they had obtained the discharge of an 
equitable charge by giving an ordinary receipt, they had put a penny 
stamp upon it, according to the usual custom. He believed all of those 
present would say that it was within their experience that the mere 
receipt written at the foot of the equitable discharge had always been 
considered sufficient, and that they did not want anything more than 
that. However, Somerset House had raised the question, and in this 
interesting letter of Messrs. Booth & Smee it was shown that they 
were sought to be charged by Somerset House with an ad valorem duty 
upon such a discharge as he had referred to, upon the g 
that it was a release of an incumbrance and that it was 
a reconveyance or reconsignment, and Somerset House claimed to be 
paid an ad valorem duty. Messrs. Booth & Smee, he was glad to say, 
had succeeded in defeating that c'aim; but the result was that the 
authorities at Somerset House communicated with the authorities at 
the Land Transfer Office, and there they reminded the officers of the 
registry that they might look a little further into the matter, and 
referred them to one of the rules under the Land Transfer Act, which 


| gave the registrar power to require that all documents brought into 





the registry which had the effect of releasing what he called imcum- 
brances, shou'd be stamped with an ad ralorem stamp duty. That 
question had been brought before the notice of the Council by Messrs. 
Booth & Smee. They had written to the Council to the effect of 
their letter in the Sonrcrrors’ JouRNAL, and the Council now had the 
matter under consideration. That, again, he mentioned as showing that 
the Council did recognise that they had duties to the public which were 
not in the interest of the solicitors. The money did not come out of the 
solicitor’s pocket, whether the duty was paid or not. 


OVERWHELMING OFFICIALISM. 
It was an illustration of what they were always speaking of—namely, 


' 
! : . a . 
the pressure which was exercised by means of this ov erwhel: 


ofticialism. They escaped Scylla, in the shape of Somerset House an 
the Inland Revenue, and immediately get on the rocks of Charybdis, 
under the Land Transfer Act. The question was under consideration, 
and he hoped that out of their affliction in that respect they might get 
a happy issue. 

Tur Licensing Act. 

The next point he should like to direct attention to was as to the 
advantage which had been secured by means of the influence of the 
society under the Licensing Act. They all knew that the work that 
used to be done before the Brewster Sessions would now, as to a large 
part of it, be assigned to a Special Committee of Quarter Sessions, and 
that Quarter Sessions had the power of making rules under the Act for 
their procedure. Sir Albert Rollit, Mr. Ellett, and Mr. Mathews were 
kind enough to attend, together with himself, at the Home Office, 
where they put before the representatives there the strong ground and 
the great claims which solicitors had to have a right of audience before 
that Committee of Quarter Sessions, and it was pointed out that it 
would be a great disadvantage to the public if the solicitors were 
excluded from that right of audience which they had hitherto had at 
Rrewster Sessions in dealing with the questions of licences, and if 


they were no longer permitted to appear, but that such appearance 
before the committee should be limited te counsel, The result, he was 
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delighted to say, was most satisfactory. He held in his hand a list of 
the returns written up to that morning, and he found that the solicitors 
had secured the right of audience in forty-nine counties and county 
gc. He would not read the list, as it was too long; it would 
be published probably in the minutes of the meeting.* He thought 
the members would regard that as a very satisfactory result, due to 
the labours and the influence of the society, because throughout the 
country that was a most important matter. It applied more especially 
to the country than to London, but a considerable proportion of the 
business hitherto transacted by solicitors, to the satisfaction of their 
clients, might have been taken away, because the bar made a tre- 


mendous effort to exclude solicitors. They had urged the importance of { 


their training at the bar, and that it would be of such assistance to 
the magistrates in dealing with these questions that it ought to counter- 
— any suggestion of the saving of costs, or anything else of the 
ind. 
Lanp TRANSFER ACT. 

With regard to the matters of which notice of motion had been given 
by Mr. Dixon Kimber and Mr. Chandler with reference to land transfer, 
he had the permission of Mr. Kimber to say that he was willing that 
Mr. Chandler’s motion, which stood second on the paper of business, 
should be taken first, on the ground that the greater interest, perhaps, 
was centred in the larger question of the general application of the 
Act to the whole of the County of London. With regard to land 
transfer, the position in which matters were to-day was that the Council 
had Sensei, pressed the view of the profession. At the most inter- 
esting and successful meeting held at Portsmouth last October resolu- 
tions were passed to the same purport as that which would be moved 
by Mr. Kimber and Mr. Chandler. A very important meeting was 
convened lately, as they all knew, at Derby, where resolutions were 
passed of great importance, and those resolutions were at this moment 
under the consideration of the Land Transfer Committee of the Council, 
which was always sitting, and always watching everything that took 
place regarding Jand transfer, and the Council were in close touch at 
this moment with every law society throughout the kingdom by means 
of the Associated Law Societies, and in concert with the Yorkshire 
Union of Law Societies, and the secretary of the Associated Provincial 
Law Societies was in close touch with Mr. Williamson, the society’s 
secretary. The Council were now considering what was to be done in 
order to carry out the common object which they all had at heart, and 
which had been expressed at the meeting at Derby. Again he should 
like to refer to a very interesting ceremony which had taken piace in 
the preceding week at Leeds: he meant the centenary anniversary of the 
institution of the Leeds Law Society. That certainly was a most 
delightful scene for any solicitor to have been present at. There were 


170 Yorkshiremen present, and any of their Yorkshire or North Country 
friends in the meeting would know that Yorkshire friends, when they 
were in their genial moments, were very delightful people, and cer- 


tainly that was a most delightful meeting. Not only was it agreeable 
in that sense, but it was most agreeable in a far more important sense, 
in that there were very good speakers present. Lord Alverstone had 
made a very nice speech. Lord Allerton had also spoken very 
pleasant!y. But the speech of the evening was that made by Mr. 
Gerald Balfour, the President of the Board of Trade, and he had 
announced authoritatively that it was not the present intention of His 
Majesty’s Government to promote, during the coming session, any 
legislation with regard to the extension of the system of compulsory 
registration to the provinces. That statement had been received with 
very great acclamation, because it had relieved their country friends, 
especially their Yorkshire friends, from what they had thought was 
probable, or, at all events, possible—namely, that some leg‘slation would 
be sprung upon them during this coming session. Therefore they had 
received with great satisfaction Mr. Gerald Ba'four’s statement that 
nothing of the kind was at present intended. Of course, that relieved 
the tension of the immediate pressure with regard to legislation, but 
it did not either lull them to sleep or induce them to abstain from 
pursuing in every way that they lawfully and properly could, their 
opposition to this system of compulsory registration. They in London 
were satisfied that it was not for the good of the public; he would put 
aside whether it was for the good of the profession or not-—that was 
not the point. It was no good talking about what was good for the 
profession. He had his own idea about that, because he thought that, for 
the present generation of lawyers, the extension of compulsory registra- 
tion was a perfect harvest. It was a very expensive process to get on 
the register, certainly for the first time. and he did not know, in his 
experience, that often the second time was much more simple. Then 
there always must. in an officia] system, be very great circumlocution 
and delay, and the answering a number of perfectly absurd and useless 


*The list was as fo'lows (there are many more returns yet to be 
received) : Bedfordshire, Berkshire, Cambridgeshire, Corn- 
wall, Durham (except in compensation cases and appeals), Glamorgan, 
Gloucestershire, Hampshire, Herefordshire, Kent. Kent (Faversham), 
Lineoln (parts of Holland), Lincoln (parte of Lindsey), Northampton 
(Liberty of Peterborough), Northumberland, Oxfordshire, Pembrokeshire. 
Salop (Wenlock), Somerset (Bridgwater), Staffordshire, Surrey, Sussex 
(West Division). Warwick. Westmoreland, Yorkshire (North, East. and 
West Ridings, and Liberty of Ripon). County boroughs—Bristol, Bath, 
Blackburn, Birmingham. Bury, Lancaster, Devonport, Great Yarmouth, 
Gloucester. Hastings, Huddersfield, Leicester, Oxford, Preston, Roch- 
da'e, St. Helen's, Sheffield, Stockport, Sunderland, Southampton, Swan 
sea, and Wigan. 
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requisitions, all of which took time and money. But the thing was t 

at Leeds a definite statement had been sande thet, at all poe Fy durieg 
this session, relieved them from anxiety. They had been told by some 
of the papers, the Morning Post he thought, that legislation Was in 
the air, and was going to be brought on in Parliament. If the public 
got to understand the matter clearly and undoubtedly, then it was for 
them to consider and discuss the question. The solicitors had said their 
say; or had said that the Government had promised an inquiry after 
making the experiment, then why did they not sa that inquiry? That 
it struck him, was a fairly accurate statement of the present position of 
matters with regard to land transfer. 


Spectra GENERAL MEETINGS. 


With. regard to the other matters on the agenda, there was a notice 
of motion by Mr. Greener with respect to general meetings in that 
hall, and he would explain his views upon it. The meeting might 
remember that nearly a quarter of a century ago, in the year 1881, at 
which time there was only the one annual general meeting, it was 
thought desirable to increase the onnortunities at which members might 
exchange views between each other and also the Council. That was 
a proposition which the Council, of course, most readily accepted; it 
was always most agreeable to them to receive communicat‘ons from 
members of the society. The members gave very valuable suggestions, 
and the Council were in existence to do the best they could for the 
members. But circumstances had altered within the last quarter of 
a century; amongst other things the society had especially the most 
convenient means of communication between the Council and the 
members by means of the registry and its Gazette. That, as they had 
seen, was now a much more interesting document than in days gone 
by. It contained more useful information, and he was glad to say 
that a large number of applications had been coming in lately for 
back numbers of the Gazette, and many members were now binding 
them up, and keeping them for useful reference upon all sorts of topics 
interesting to members of the profession. This was an unusually large 
meeting. No doubt the importance of the questions put down for 
consideration had brought so many members together, but at some of 
the general meetings the subjects had not been interesting enough 
apparently to cause many to attend. But the question was entirely 
for the members, and they would ,deal with the subject as their 
wisdom might dictate. 

Fres in Cocwtry Covrts. 

Then with regard to Mr. Harvey Clifton’s notice of a auestion as 
to solicitors’ fees in county courts, he was afraid that Mr. Harvey 
Clifton could not be present, but some friend of his, he believed, 
would ask the question. But he might mention that, if Mr. Harvey 
Clifton had had an opportunity of looking at the Gazette for January, he 
would have found that rules had been made under which the question 
of costs under the new County Courts Act had been considered and 
very favourably dealt with. There had been a substantial increase in 
the fees allowed for the conduct of county court business in cases 
above £50 and up to £100. The fee for conducting a case without 
counsel, which originally was £3 3s.. had now been increased to £5 5s. 
He thought that was a very substantial improvement. So again, where 
counsel was employed, the solicitor’s fee used to be limited to £2 2s., 
and that was now increased to £3 3s. That, therefore, was an increase 
of rather more than 50 per cent. in one case and of 50 per cent. in 
the other. There were increases in other fees, and these were all 
referred to in the Gazette. With that genera] explanation he thought 
the meeting would be satisfied that the Council had not lost sight 
of their interests with regard to costs. As they knew, there was a 
mixed committee of the Council and members of the society, of which 
Mr. Munton, who was not present at the meeting owing to ill-health, 
was the chairman; and that committee did very good work, and he 
thought there would be no reason for dissatisfaction with what they 
had done under that head. Sir Albert Rollit was present, and would 
give any information that might be wanted with reference to the 
County Courts Act. 

any TRANSFER. 


Mr. P. W. Caanpier (London) moved: “That the public inquiry 
into the success of the experiment of compulsory registrat‘on under 
the Land Transfer Act of 1897 ought to be no longer postponed.” 
He said that this was a vital question to everybody interested in land 
in the country, as he hoped, before he sat down, to show. There was a 
very strong case for the inquiry that was asked for. He might say at 
the outset that they were not discussing this afternoon whether com- 
pulsory registration was benefic'al or not, but they were there simply 
to ask that an inquiry micht be instituted into a system which had 
now been in operation in London for six years. If it had proved to 
he efficient and economical and best for the proprietors of ‘and, then 
there could be no objection to making that plain. Land registration 
commenced in 1862 with Lord Westbury’s Aet, which drafted 
by a great real property lawyer to give effect to eight years of inquiry 
into the matter. That Act had been loyally accepted by the profession, 
and many people had put their property on the register. But after 
few years they went back, and those who had done so thought proper 
to take their property off. There followed an inquiry and a report, 
and if was considered that the Act was an entire fa‘lure, Then in 
1875 a second Act was passed at the instigation of another great real 
property lawyer, Lord Cairns, wherein he attempted to give effect to 
the report of a Royal Commission. He there instituted a system of 
registration of title in three classes absolute, aualified, and possessory. 
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That Act was at present in force, and he would dismiss without comment 
two ol these classes, which were also optional—namely, the absolute 
and the qualified. The qualified title was almost unknown, and the 
absolute were so few: he believed that not one-half per cent. of those 
who came on the register chose to avail themselves of this privilege. 
The Act was passed in 1875, and three years after, or thereabouts, a 
very proper inquiry was instituted. A committee sat and reported, 
and again found that it was a failure. The author of the Act accepted 
it as a failure, and said he would not be a party to making compulsory 
what he thought had been proved not to be a success. Lord Cairns 
had then devoted his attention to the reformation of the land laws 
in other directions, and he had placed upon the statute books two 
of the most valuable measures of the century—namely, the Conveyancing 
Act and the Settled Lands Act. The late Mr. Lawrence, a member 
of the Council of the society, had assisted in the framing of these 
measures. The Act of 1875 remained optional for more than twenty- 
five years. It was carried on at a loss, and ultimately, after a great 
deal of discussion, the compulsory clauses in the 1897 Ret were passed. 
But here it was very important indeed to bear in mind the circum- 
stances under which that. Act was sed. He claimed that the com- 
pwsory clauses were a bargain with the people of this country, ue 
landowners and all interested in land. It had been understood on all 
hands, and was stated over and over again in the House of Commons, 
and also in Committee on the Bill, that this was to be an experiment, 
and he believed that Sir Henry Fowler had mentioned in the House of 
Commons a period of three years for the experiment, although, of course, 
he was not a responsible member of the Ministry. He only referred to 
the matter as showing that there was a general understanding. Lord 
Cairns had deemed thirteen years sufficient to test the value of his 
experiment, and six years had now elapsed in the case of the Land 
Transfer Act. No less than 50,000 titles had been registered under it. 
There had been an expenditure by the owners of a quarter of a million 
of money, and he claimed that the time was now at hand when an 
inquiry would be most useful and necessary. Solicitors were not alone 
in entertaining this opinion. The Corporation of the City of London 
had made themselves responsible for pressing for such an inquiry as he 
advocated. The English Bankers’ Association, the Central Association 
of Bankers, the Land Laws Reform Association, and nineteen out of 
the twenty-eight metropolitan boroughs were all unanimous in pressing 
for an inquiry. Moreover, it should be borne in mind that these com- 
pulsory clauses might be extended at any time with the consent of the 
county council to any other area in the kingdom, and at present no 
county council, no member of any county council, had any reliable in- 
formation upon which to base the opinion he might express upon tuis 
most important matter. The result of the present system had been 
first an increase of the cost; secondly, great delay; and, thirdly, 
great complication. As to ‘the great increase of cost, in 1897 the fees 
in the registry were double what they were in 1875. The expense of 
carrying on the registry was about £60,000 per annum. It must be 
always borne in mind that the registry was subsidised to the extent 
of between £10,000 and £12,000 from profits that accrued from the 
Middlesex Registry, which was associated with it. This was a privilege 
which no other county in the kingdom would enjoy. Therefore he 
said that whatever the fees might be in London, taking into account 
that item, the registry at present was being carried on at a loss. The 
fees that had been paid into the registry during sixteen years amounted 
to about £300,000. He proposed to deduct from that amount a sum 
of £100,000 as being fees and expenses appertaining to the Middlesex 
Registry and land charges. That left ge oy by tnis unique 
class of landowners in the privileged area re registration was 
compulsory, who had been fortunate, or unfortunate, enough during 
that time to have been dealing with land. He would add £50,000 for 
extra expenses, and there was left an all-round figure of a quarter of a 
million. Fre had said that the registry was being worked at a loss. Further, 
it had been estim»ted that if the reristry was «extended threughout the 
kingdom, ‘the cost of salaries and rents would amount to nearly 
£3,000,000. Mr. Henry Giffen had set out in one of the reviews 
figures appertaining to the land which were useful for the moment. 
The gross rental of real estate in this country was estimated at 
£240,000,000, the rents at £60,000,000, and the income tax at some 
£7,000,000. To this had to be added the death rates, and now the 
extra burden of the land registry. These were such enormous figures, 
and had such far-reaching effects, that this in itself was enough to 
warrant the inquiry for which he was asking. With regard to the 
delay—it was often said there was great delay in lawyers’ oftices— 
he would not put forward his own opinion, ‘but would quote the 
opinion expressed by a representative of one of the largest building 
societies in the metropolis, probably, a gentleman who could have no 
interest whatever in taking part against the Act, but who was desirous 
of having the most economical and expeditious method of land transfer. 
This gentleman said: ‘‘I am in a position to say, and I state it without 
any qualification whatever, that the register has led to an enormous 
increase of work, considerable delay, and a large addition to the cost 
of transactions in connection with building societies in London, I make 
this statement, not in any unqualified or half-hearted manner, but in the 
most pronounced form in which I am capable of making it,’’ Then great 
complications had ensued. Here he had had great difficulty in deter- 
mining what cases to select to bring before the meeting. They were 
almost’ innumerable, But he would confine himself to two or three 
points, and he was not going to express his own opinions upon these 
complications, because they were highly technical; but he would offer 
to the meeting the opinion or some of the greatest experts in 

profession, First; with regard to mortgages. What was the proper 
system to adopt in preparing a mortgage within the area where the 





Land Transfer Act was compulsory? ] 

Wolstenholme’s opinion. Mr. "Waltidichae old thes mattguen aoati 
still be required in much the same form as heretofore, and as regarded 
these, the only result of the Land Transfer Act was to add to their 
length, and impose formalities and difficulties, besides rendering diffi- 
cult such transactions as, apart from the Act, presented no difficulty 
whatever. There were much more complicated situations than that. 
He supposed it was in the experience of all that one of the commonest 
transactions they had to eat was to sell, and at the same time 
to mortgage on the property. That situation begun to be almost hope- 
less. e would read Sir Howard Elphinstone’s opinion upon the 
proper course to be adopted in that situation and the result. 

The Presment said he did not wish to interrupt Mr. Chandler, but 
he hoped the opinion was not a very long one. 

Mr. CHANDLER said it was very short--indeed, the members could 
very easily read it for themselves in the precedents so well known 
to them all as the plan to be adopted. He would only say that Sir 
Howard Elphinstone concluded his remarks by saying: “I confess that 
the first time I adopted this scheme I felt somewhat ashamed in having 
to advise such complicated proceedings for carrying out so simple a 
transaction.’” He would summarize his remarks ty saying first of all 
that the Act had had a fair trial of six years. It had proved more 
costly than the older system. Greater delay was experienced in passing 
business through where the Act was in operation than under the old 
Conveyancing Act. The complications were enormous. Those were the 
grounds upon which he pees | for an inquiry. 

Mr. H. E. Grissie (London) seconded the motion. The motion was 
in exact accordance with the policy which the society had pursued for the 
last seven years—that was to say, the opposition of the Council was 
withdrawn on the understanding, as clearly expressed as anything could 
be which was not prepared by a solicitor and became an undertaking, 
that it should become an experiment only, and that it should be an 
experiment for three years. The Act had now been in force for six 
years. He was not going to trouble the meeting by going into all 
the details which were set out in the papers published by the Council 
about that; they all knew it as well as he did. _‘lue Government had not 
denied the necessity for an inquiry; they had taken the line that the 
time for inquiry had not come. t was the answer of the Attorney- 
General. Solicitors differed from that altogether. The society had in many 
resolutions expressed their sense that before any further steps were 
taken for the extension of the Act an inquiry should be held. The 
motion said nothing about further extension. They hoped that no 
further extension of the Act would at present be attempted, and he 
did not think himself that it was likely to be attempted for the present 
with the experience which the officials had of the working of the Act. 
But the inquiry was wanted for the protection of the interests, as 
London solicitors, of their own clients. They suffered in the working 
of the Act from expense, delay, worry, and uncertainty. He was by 
no means sure, when he had done all that Mr. Wolstenholme could 
advise, that he was right at the end of the transaction, and that was 
a very serious matter to him, and a much more seriovs one to his 
clients, and it was they who were affected. They had had an enormous 
mass of rules recently hurled at them, and they were never certain 
that they had found the bottom of everything. ‘The resolution asked 
for inquiry into the “success” of the system. That success must be 
relative. If a system could be established which would enable a land- 
owner to transfer his land just as easily as he could transfer consols or 
shares in a ship, of course they would all be delighted. But that, in then 
opinion, could never be under this Act, and the important thing was 
that they were told that landowners had got to go through the forms 
and be at the cost of the Act for a time for the great advantage which 
would come to them thirty or forty years hence, when titles began to 
mature. The success of the working of the Act was therefore relative. 
But what these advantages would be it was difficult to say, and the 
reports they got of the working of Torrens Act in America and Australia 
shewed that as soon as a country began to fill up, and interests in land 
became complicated, it was very different from the case when a 
country was quite simple, and they were dealing with crown grants 
recentiy made. He need not comment on the very clear and able 
explanation of Mr. Chandler as to the expense of the Act. He asserted 
that, upon the figures that Mr. Chandler gave, it was imperative that 
an inquiry should be forthwith, or as soon as possible, undertaken. 

Mr. J. 8. Rvusrysret (London) supported the motion, but suggested 
that the word ‘‘working”’’ should be substituted for “‘success. 


Mr. CHANDLER wished the motion to stand as he had moved it. 

Mr. Rvuarsrer suggested that the word “result’’ should be sub- 
stituted. He would not take up the time of the meeting by going into 
the defects of the experiment, because he thought they were patent 
to all present. The society had dealt with the matter before them on 
many occasions, and had sed somewhat similar resolutions to this, 
and he had never yet heard a word in opposition to them. The subject 
had been discussed, not only in that hall, but in the public press, and 
yet they were waiting to find someone venturesome enough to come 
forward and try and give the opposite view to what had been brought 
t They had waited in vain. Passing these 
Y There. had been any number of 
gs, and they were sent up, 


forward against the system. 
resolutions carried them no further. \ 
these resolutions passed at various meetings, | 
he took it, to the proper authorities, and nothing more was ever heard 
of them. So that whether they passed this resolution or not was not 
very material. It really would be material if they were to act upon 
it, and do something further. The president had referred to the fact 
that a meeting of their country friends had been held at Derby about 
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a month since. They had met, and had passed resolutions, and it was 
a very significant fact that within about three weeks or a month after 
that meeting took place, a Cabinet Minister went down to Leeds, the 
headquarters where the agitation started, and made a statement that 
the Government did not imtend to introduce legislation extending the 
Act during the coming session. Those who attended the meeting at 
Derby went away with certain resolutions in their minds as to their 
action with regard to their representatives in Parliament. They must 
communicate with the authorities in London to the effect that, if they 
persisted in forcing the system on the country, solicitors would not 
be able to support their candidates at the forthcoming election. Such 
a resolution from different parts of 'the country could not fail to have 
its effect. The authorities had recognised the action of the country 
solicitors, and if they in London would act in the same spirit it would 
have the same result, he believed. It might be asked why London 
solicitors could not communicate with their candidates or representatives 
in Parliament, and say they could not support them if the Government 
refused the inquiry asked for. If in private life they met with a man 
who did not keep his word in one particular transaction, they distrusted 
that man in every transaction; and public life, he took it, was the same. 
There was no question that the Government did practically admit that 
this was to be an experiment for three years. They were to have granted 
an inquiry at the end of the three years. They had had that on 
the word of Sir Henry Fowler himself. The Government had not 
kept its word, and if they had not he suggested they were not to 
be trusted, and solicitors should be practical in communicating with tneir 
representatives, and saying that, unless they were prepared to grant this 
inquiry, the solicitors did not see their way to support the Government. 
If they adopted that plan it would work like magic; if they passed 
resolutions, and left the matter there, nothing would result. He did 
not know that they cou'd put the thing in a more practical way. He 
trusted that, if the Council did not see their way to act as he had 
suggested, the members would do so. As far as the Member for Holborn 
was concerned, he need not tell them he should not give him his 
support unless the Government granted the inquiry to which they 
were pledged. It was in the interest of the public that they were 
entitled to force this question, and to hold the Government to redeem 
their pledges. 

Mr. F. Opp1n Taytor (Norwich) said that, as the conference at Derby 
had been referred to, and he was one of the speakers there, he could 
say that it was one of the most enthusiastic, one of the most represen- 
tative, and one of the best meetings he had ever attended. Mr. 
Rubinstein had referred to the fact that probably that conference had 
had its effect. Perhaps it might have had some effect at any rate 
upon the Government, because it was certainly a very singular fact that, 
within a few weeks after, the announcement had been made at Leeds 
to which the president had referred. As one of the speakers at the 
Derby meeting, he trusted he might be excused for saying that that 
meeting did not for one moment express the feeling that the Law Society 
had been neglecting their duty. It was essentially a meeting of pro- 
vincial solicitors, and they had desired to emphasise the opinion of 
the provinces, and as such they had had an unanimous vote upon the 
subject at issue. He was not sure that the resolution now before tne 
meeting was exactly that which commended itself to his judgment. 
He would prefer that ‘the old resolution which had been previously 
passed at Derby should be confirmed at this meeting. That was to the 
effect that, before there was any extension of the land transfer system, 
an independent inquiry should be held. He was not quite certain that 
the present moment was the particular moment for the inquiry. It 
seemed to him that, having regard to what had taken place recently 
at Leeds, there was some doubt whether at the present moment it was 
desirable to press for an inquiry. But with the principle which was 
involved he need hardly say that he altogether agreed. The existence 
of the system in the provinces would be far more detrimental to their 
clients than would be the case in London. If there was to be a register 
in every small town, knowing all the acts and deeds, and all the 
transactions in that part of the country, that would be a very different 
thing from a registrar or chief clerk in London, where nobody knew 
any one else’s business. It would be an invasion of the privacy of their 
clients’ business in this respect which would be in the highest degree 
objectionable, and for that reason alone the extension of the system 
should be resisted. He did not know that he ought to move an amend- 
ment to the motion, but it would have more commended itself to his 
judgment if it did not contain a demand for an immediate inquiry. He 
only expressed a pious opinion on the subject, however. 

he Prestpest said that, without wishing in any degree to detract 
from the influence of the resolution passed at the Derby meeting, he 
ought to mention, in view of the way in which Mr. Rubinstein had put 
it as cause and effect, that because of that meeting and the resolutions 
then passed Mr. Gerald Balfour had been sent down to Leeds to make 
the siatement already referred to, that the real truth was that Mr. 
Gerald Balfour, who wae one of the sitting members for Leeds, was, 
in common with all the other members for Leeds, invited to this 
centenary banquet. He was there as a guest invited by the Leeds Law 
Society. That he was there was perfectly true, but it was simply a 
fortunate ovincidence, and it was a natural time for such a statement 
to be made on the eve of the session. No doubt the matter had been 
discussed and considered, and it was simply a desire to allay the appre 
hension which he found existing in the minds of his Yorkshire friends 
which had moved him to make the announcement. 


Sir Avevet Rowit, MP., said there had been a su gestion that 








felt the duty to the profession, as well as to the public, of endeavouring 
to do something in the direction desired by the Council and by the 
society. And he thought it was due to the society to say that he had 
moved in committee upon the estimates for an inquiry, and that but 
for the absence of those who had professed to be most interested in the 
matter—namely, the representatives of the City, his motion might have 
succeeded. It was quite true they did not know that it was coming on 
that day, but other people had been watching for it for weeks together 
and were there. But for that absence, he thought the division which 
was taken would have been different. He gave full force to the Der 

meeting, and to what had been said about it, but he thought it was 
due to the Council, who had taken great interest in this subject during 
the whole time it was pending, to say that they had done everythir 

in their power to get a decision. He very much doubted the wisdom of 
making this a ag matter. They had been supported by members on 
both sides of t ouse, and had elicited the fact that an inquiry was 
promised. He did not think there was any authority for saying that 
it was ever promised within a definite period. He should be very glad 
if concerted action took place with the object of getting a decision 
of the House. Mr. Oddin Taylor had not given any reason why 
action should be postponed; he had not said why the matter 
should not be kept going. It was, of course, strengthened every year, 
The time of inquiry must be reached at some time, and he should ‘haye 
thought the best plan would have been to have renewed ‘the question 
on the motion for the estimates, and to have asked the City members 
and other members of the profession in the House, to give their support 
to those members who. were acting with the Council and the society 
and to be in their places when the matter was brought forward. ie 

Mr. Epmunp Krser (London) insisted upon the duty of members of 
the House who were also members of the profession being in their places 
there when the question came on for discussion. 

Mr. F. Oppiv Taytor explained that he entirely agreed with Sir 
Albert Rollit so far as bringing influence to bear upon members of 
Parliament was concerned, but he had not been quite certain whether 
inquiry was desirable at the present moment. 

Mr. C. G. May (London) suggested that an amendment should be 
moved upon the address, expressing regret that the subject had not been 
dealt with. That seemed to him the way by which the subject could 
be brought before Parliament. Why should "he wait for the estimates! 
When the estimates came forward they might get no opportunity of 
dealing with the matter. He nae that Sir Albert Rollit should 
bring the subject up as an amendment to the address. 

Sir Atbert Rotuir said that such a course would be very disad- 
vantageous, because it was a technical understanding that any amend- 
ment to the address was a vote of no confidence in the Government; 
therefore their supporters would not take part in such a division, and 
it would be almost entirely a party vote, which would rather give a 
wrong impression than otherwise. 

Mr. GRIBBLE said that the motion, as worded, implied that there had 
been some success attending the system. He maintained that there had 
been none. 

The Presment suggested that the word ‘‘working’’ should be sub 
stituted for ‘‘success.”’ 

Mr. GRIBBLE objected to the suggestion, as that admitted the principle 
of the Act. 

Mr. W. Metmorx Watrers (London) said the whole point was 
whether the Act was a success or not. Mr. Chandler had suggested that 
—_ should be an inquiry as to whether the Act had been a success or 
not. 

The motion was eventually put in the following form: “‘That the 
public inquiry whether the experiment of compulsory registration under 
the Land Transfer Act of 1897 has been successful or not ought to be 
no longer postponed.’’ 

This was unanimously agreed to. 


THe Crry anp LAND TRANSFER. 


Mr. H. Drxon Kimber (London) moved: ‘‘ That, having regard to the 
definite undertaking given during the passing of the Act of 1897 that 
the experiment of compulsory registration on sale would not be extended 
to the City without their consent, the further operation of the compul- 
sory sections of that Act within the City should be suspended by revoca- 
tion of the order under which they were applied pending the inquiry 
into the result of the experiment.”” He said that this was not a matter 
where the City differed from the rest of the County of London, or 
whether there was to be an inquiry into the Act or not. What he said 
was that the circumstances under which the City was brought within 
the scope of the Act were such that the Order in Council made in their 
case ought to be repealed. His case started with the Land Transfer 
Bill in the House of Commons. They in the City had opposed that 
Bill, and by reason of that opposition they had obtained from the 
Attorney-General the section providing that the City of London should 
be a separate county and that the Mayor and Common Council ghould be 
deemed the county council thereof. The Bill was passed through the 
House very late in the session, and only a day or two before the 
House rose, the Recorder of the City had received a letter drawing 
attention to the importance of the Bill, and stating the anxiety of the 
Government that it should not be imperilled. The letter concluded by 
stating that the Lord Chancellor’s sympathies were with the City, and 
that he would state publicly when the ill came back to the House of 
Lords that he would not make any order affecting the City without 
its consent. That letter was signed by Mr. Muir Mackenzie, the Lord 
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taking any such assurance in the matter of passing the Bill through 
Parliament, but that assurance came to them in the form of a letter 
written by the secretary to the head of the Government, for the 
express purpose of saving a Government measure which had taken them 
all the session to get to the point it had reached. He thought the 
meeting would agree that the corporation was justified in peo 
that as something more than an ordinary moral obligation, verbally 
expressed. It was an actual written undertaking. The corporation, of 
course, were pleased not to do anything in the way of making difficul- 
ties for the Government, and they replied that if the Lord Chancellor 
would make the statement he had promised, they would not raise any 
objection to the Bill. The consequence was that when the Bill came 
before the House of Commons the clause he had referred to was with- 
drawn. The Lord Chancellor moved its deletion, and it was not even 
opposed by the corporation. But shortly after the Bill became law. 
Nothing took place for some little time, but at the end of the year the 
lord Chancellor again communicated with the City to inquire the views 
of the corporation as to the extension of the Act to the City. The 
corporation did not reply at once, but made inquiries amongst com- 
mercial people of all classes in the City, and the corporation eventually 
communicated to the Lord Chancellor that they did not consider it 
expedient that registration of title should be made compulsory in the 
City of London. The corporation heard nothing more until the order 
of July, 1898, was issued, which made the Act compulsory in the City. 
The case was one which the solicitor profession, which claimed to be an 
honourable profession, could not allow to stand. A great deal was 
heard about the misfortunes of the solicitor branch of the profession, 
but he did not think they ever heard of such a glaring breach, not 
merely of a moral obligation but of a written undertaking, on the part 
of any professional man as was disclosed in this case. Of course the 
corporation took every possible step to prevent the order from bein; 
enforced, but they were not successful. The answer they receiv 
was that the letter was not the Lord Chancellor’s letter. Literally 
it was not, for it was the letter of the Lord Chancellor’s secretary, 
who signed it. Who actually wrote it did not appear; perhaps there 
might be a quibble as to that. But it was obvious the Lord Chan- 
cellor would not have undertaken to hold his hand simply at the will 
of the corporation. Unless it was the undertaking clearly of the Lord 
Chancellor, it was obvious that nobody, certainly not the City Corpora- 
tion, would have given up on the last day of the session a clause which 
was vital to them, and which they had obtained from the Government 
themselves. The corporation had opposed the Bill all through, and 
had succeeded in getting the one clause, and was it to be supposed 
they would have given it up on the last day when they could have 
wrecked the Bill if they had stuck to it? It was ridiculous to suppose 
they could have so acted unless they had felt assured that they were 
safe in the hands of the Government. The confidence of the corpora- 
tion was misplaced, and he asked the meeting to say, as the provincial 
meeting last autumn had resolved, that it was a case where the order in 
Privy Council should be repealed. The Act provided for the repeal of 
an order, and if it was a difficult matter to repeal the order now, that 
was not the fault of the City. He asserted that this was a flagrant 
violation of an honourable undertaking, therefore he asked the meeting 
to support the resolution. 

Mr. F. B. Harper (London) seconded the motion. He said that the 
rateable value of London was £50,000,000, and of that £50,000.000 
£8,000,000 belonged to the City, therefore this wasgw demand from the 
corporation, representing this great rateable value, that an inquiry 
should be held whether or not the Act was applicable to the City. The 
corporation had held one private inquiry, and the result of their ap- 
plications to the leading conveyancers and leading solicitors in the City 
was that thirty-six out of thirty-nine were against the Act being applied 
to the City, and only three in favour thereof. In addition to that the 
corporation had held a public conference, which was attended by the 
president of the Law Society, Mr. Rawle, and the president had spoken, 
and resolutions were passed which were practically unanimous against the 
application of the Act. Another agitation had arisen, and the corpora- 
tion had been applied to for the third time with the object of getting 
them to insist upon the Lord Chancellor carrying out his promise. The 
City asked for a revocation of the order pending the inquiry which had 
been promised. He hoped the meeting would support the City, whose 
object it was to force the Lord Chancellor to give them an inquiry, and 
if they succeeded in the City, then it might be expected that the further 
inquiry would follow. 

Mr. W. P. W. Putirirmore (London) asked whether the meeting was 
to understand that the Lord Chancellor had repudiated the written under- 
taking of his own secretary? 

Mr. Harper replied that that was so. 

Mr. Putiirore said that it would then be the proper course for the 
Council and the society to refuse to have anything whatever to do with 
the Lord Chancellor. 

Mr. Drxon Kramer said he supposed the Lord Chancellor's contention 
was that the construction put upon his letter was not thit which he 
intended to be conveyed by it. Tf that was so. the contention would not 
hold water, but that wos another matter. What the Lord Chancellor 
had svid in the Honse of Lords was that the City of London must know 
perfectly well that he would not be a party to any order affecting them 
without. first consulting them and considering their wishes, either as to 
the application of the Act or any arrangements for the registry. That 
was not the same thing as saying he would not apply the Act without 
the City’s consent, but the City had taken it to mean that at the time. 

The motion was unanimously adopted. 


Sprectan Generat MEETINGS. 


Mr. M. J. Greener (London) moved: ‘That the resolution passed by 
the society on the 15th of July, 1881, as to meetings in January and April, 
be rescinded, and that in addition to the annual general meeting of the 
society a special general meeting be held in the month of January, at 
such time as the Council appoint.’’ He said that at present the society 
held meetings in January, April, and July, as well as that in the pro- 
vinces in October. He was not aware what had induced the society to 
adopt the resolution of 1881, but whatever were the reasons they seemed 
to him to have no force at present, because the members were kept, by means 
of the Gazette, aware of what was passing, and it seemed to him that 
the only object of these meeti was to cause expense to the society 
and a good deal of trouble to the members. Further, he did not know 
why the society should act on different business lines from every other 
corporation, and these did not have meetings every three months. The 
rights of private members were absolutely safe in the hands of the 
Council. The Council was at liberty to call a general meeting whenever 
they thought fit, and if private members thought it desirable, on a requisi- 
tion of twenty, the Council would summon a meeting. For those reasons 
he had brought forward the motion. 

Mr. §. L. Daw (London) seconded the motion. He said they were 
more or less busy men, and his experience was that what took place at 
the April meeting was more or less a waste of time. 

Mr. Francis Mitier (London) said he was sorry the member 
responsible for the resolution of 1881 was not ent. Mr. Munton had 
thought that the society should have quarterly meetings, and he (Mr. 
Miller) had been of the same opinion, and he had seen nothing since 
to cause him to change that opinion. If gentlemen found there was 
nothing in the business on the agenda sufficiently attractive to them, 
there was no obligation on them to attend. No one would suppose that 
the meeting in January was not a large one, looking at the attendance 
to-day. But the Council might desire to have t opinion of the 
society even in April, and if so he did not see why they should not, 
without the necessity of calling an extraordinary general meeting, be 
able to take advantage of holding meetings which were thought at the 
time when the resolution was adopted to be useful. No one was injured 
by the meetings, and those who did not attend need not come. 

Mr. Puriioore said he agreed with Mr. Dalton that to take by a 
side wind, in a small meeting such as the meeting had now become, a 
vote, and so stifle discussion hereafter, would be very objectionable 
Rather than curtail the opportunities for public discussion, he would 
increase them. He must say that he rather regretted that the president 
had thrown out a sort of tion that in his inmost mind he thought 
that they had too many of these meetings. He remembered when these 
extra meetings were established, and he also recollected that a very large 
number of useful motions had been discussed at them, although there 
had been one or two meetings at which scarcely any business had been 
transacted; but no harm had been done. But there were important 
subjects to be brought up from time to time, and he thonght it very 
desirable to have these statutory meetings held in the hall It might be 
a question whether it might not be advisable to alter the time of meeting 
from two o'clock to four or five or later. He was inclined to think it 
would be, but that was a matter of detail. In his own opinion, and in 
the opinion of many other members, it was undesirable to curtail the 
privilege members had of meeting in this way. 

Mr. Grrsste said this was a very important subject, too important 
to be dealt with in so small a meeting. He would not give any opinion 
one way or the other, but he suggested that the consideration of the 
subject should be adjourned to another meeting when there were more 
members present. It would be a serious thing if the motion were carried, 
and it turned out to be against the feeling of the majority of the mem- 
bers who frequently attended. 

The PRESIDENT said that of course there was room for the observation 
that this meeting, at the beginning, was one of the largest which had 
been held for a long time past. It was not so now, but every member 
who came to the meeting came with the knowledge that this motion 
would be moved. If it was one, therefore, to which the members 
attached any very great importance, he ventured to think they would 
have remained. (Cries of ‘‘Withdraw.’’) Well, would anybody move an 
amendment that it should be withdrawn? There was no answer, and it 
was therefore his duty to put the motion. 

The motion was declared carried. 

Mr. Puriumore: By a sufficient majority? 

The Prestpent: Yes, by a sufficient majority. 


Frees ix County Covrrs. 


Mr. Hoorer (London) asked the following question, of which Mr. 
Harvey Clifton had given notice: ‘What steps the Council have taken or 
intend taking to secure just and adequate remuneration to solicitors 
when practising in county courts, either as solicitors or as advocates. 
having special regard to the enlarged jurisdiction of those courts?” 
He said it was his own opinion that the remuneration which had been 
mentioned by the president was not sufficient, therefore he would put 
the question. cm é 

The Present said Mr. Hoover had not intimated in what respect he 
thought it inadequate, and he (the president) had stated that he thought 
it quite adequate. He was afraid he could not give any other answer 





than that it had been considered and dealt with, and the result ap- 


; peared in the order. ci Sy 
Mr. Hoorer asked if he was to understand that the Council did not 


; intend to take any further steps? 


The Prestpent: IT cannot say that. If Mr. Hooper considered it in- 
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adequate, perhaps he would favour the Council with his opinion as to 
what would be adequate? 

A vote of thanks to the president, moved by Mr. RusInsTEIN, termin- 
ated the proceedings 





Incorporated Law Society for Cardiff and 
District. 

The annual general meeting was held at the Town Hall, Cardiff, on the 
27th ult., Mr. George David in the chair. There was a large attendance 
of members. The committee’s report and treasurer's statement of accounts 
were rec-ived and adopted. Mr. George David was elected president and 
Mr. H. P. Linton vice-president for the ensuing year. 

A resolution was adopted in favour of shortening the Long Vacation to 
eight weeks. 

It was resolved that a deputation from this society should attend the 
quarter sessions with the view of obtaining for solicitors the right of 
audience before the committees to be appointed under the Licensing Act, 
1904, and that the concurrence of the other law societies in the county 
should be invited. 

[After the meeting it was ascertained that the representations already 
made by the hon. secretary to the quarter sessions had been considered and 
that the right of audience of solicitors had been agreed to. ] 

A vote of condolence on the death of the Bishop of Llandaff was passed. 

The chairman presented the society’s prize to Mr. Norman Robertson, 
the best local student of the year 1904, he having taken first class honours 
at the final examination in June. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee : 

Members.—The number of members of the society has considerably 
inereased. The number of members in 1903 was 128, and of these one 
died and seven resigned. Eleven new members joined in 1904, bringing 
the total membership for that year up to 131. Of these, two died and 
one resigned during the past year, but in the present year fifteen new 
members have already joined, making the total membership at this date 
143. The number of subscribers to the library is now fourteen, an 
increase of one over the number for 1903. 

Honorary Secretary.—During the past year the society has sustained a 
heavy loss in the death of the late hon. secretary, Mr. G. F. 
Hill. Mr. Hill had held that position since the formation of the 
society in 1886, and during the whole of that period devoted great 
attention to the society’s affairs, and 1t3 welfare and usefulness have been 
greatly promoted by his eflorts. Thecommittee are pleased to report that 
at an extraordinary general meeting of the society Mr. Walter Scott was 
unanimously appointed to the vacant office. 

Land Transfer.—The probability of an attempt being made to extend the 
operation of the compulsory clauses of the [and Transfer Act has been 
considered by your committee, and the president, Mr. W. H. Lewis, and 
the secretary attended the meeting of the profession called at Derby by the 
Yorkshire Union of Law Societies on this subject, at which the great 
majority of the Provincial Law Societies were represented. Your president 
moved a resolution deprecating an extension until full inquiry had been 
held into the working of the Act for the past six years, and this was 
unanimously accepted by the meeting. 





Wolverhampton Law Society. 


The annual general meeting of this society was held in the Law Library 
on Friday, the 20th inst., Mr. T. G. Greensill (retiring president) in the 
chair. The annual report of the council and treasurer’s accounts for 1904 
were received, adopted, and ordered to be circulated among the members. 
The following officers were elected for the ensuing year: Dresident, 
Mr. 8S. R. Taylor; vice-president, Mr. T. G. Greensill; hon. treasurer, 
Mr. G. Baker; hon. auditors, Messrs. G. M. Martin and 8S. W. Page; 
hon. sec., Mr. C. Byron: Messrs. C. L. Adams, R. Tildesley, R. Dallow, 
H. 8. Pratt, and A.C. Skidmore were elected to fill vacancies on the 
council, The usual vote of thanks to the retiring officers and members of 
the council were passed. 


United Law Society. 


Jan. 30.—Mr. J. Wylie presided.—The subject for debate was the 
Brussels Sugar Convention of 1903. Mr. Neville Tebbutt moved that the 
convention should be denounced, and Mr. T. Ottaway opposed. The 

ers included Messrs. J. Menzes, E. T. Nelson, and F. O. Clutton. 

e motion was lost. 








Judge Jones, of the United States District Court of Alabama, is, says 
the Albany Law Journa!, of opinion that the federal law is not entirely 
powerless to reach the crying evil of lynching. In a recent charge to a 
jury in Huntsville he stated very plainly that if a negro is lynched because 
he is a negro the constitutional guarantee of ‘‘ due process of law’’ and 
“ equal protection of the laws’’ is clearly violated, thereby giving federal 
jurisdiction over the lynchers. This is a somewhat novel theory, and there 
is no doubt that many practical difficulties will be encountered in deter- 
mining whether or not a criminal would have been lynched if he had been 
white instead of black. Judge Jones appears to be of the opinion that the 
jury poesesses the right and the ability to decide this question. It will be 


lonating to notice whether or not the theory is put into practice. Some- 
thing is needed to discourage the practice of mob lynching of negroes, and 
needed very badly. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


- Calls to the Bar. 


The following gentlemen were called to the bar on Tuesday : 

Lrncotn’s-1nn,—W. E. T. Jones (formerly a solicitor), certificate of 
honour and selected for studentship of 100 guineas, but disqualified 
age, C.L.E. Hilary Term 1905; William Henderson Pringle (admitted a 
William Pringle), M.A., Edin., LL.B., Glasg ; H. Woodham, Worcestge 
Coll., Oxford; R. Sutt .n, Uriel Coll., Oxford, B.A.; Nai Tinn (a Siamey 
subject), King’s Coll., Camb., B.A., LL.B.; G. V. Smith, New Ooll, 
Oxford, B.A.; G. E. Schuster, New Coll., Oxford, B.A.; T. S. Saldanha 
(a Portuguese subject), Bacharel em Philosuphia e Lettras, A)lahabad 
Univ. ; Mohamed Amin Fakih, Allahabad Univ., B.A. ; VWukund Ramm 
Jayakar, of Bombay, a vakil of the High Court ; and H. A. Stokes, 

Innek TempLte.—Jehangir Hormasjee Vakeel, B.A., Bombay, special 
prize for the best examination in evidence, procedure, and criminal lay, 
awarded Michaelmas term, 1903, certificate of honour and studentship 
awarded Hilary term, 1905; H. OC. Mortimer, B A., LL.B. Camb., certifi. 
cate of honour awarded Hilary term, 1905; E. J. McKean, B.A. Oxford, 
certificate of honour awarded Hilary term, 1905; F. C. Niemeyer, Uniy, 
of the Cape of Good Hope, certificate ci honour awarded Hilary tem, 
1905; A. L. Hannay, Camb.; W.A. Brend, M.A. Camb., M.B. London; 
T. W. Richardson, Oxford; E. A. Parry, B.A. Camb.; J. Lamont; 
E. A. S. Watt, B.A. Camb; Abow-el Magd Ibraham; A. Hawkyard; 
J. 8S. Obeyesékere, B.A. Camb.; the Hon. E. C. Cadogan, BA. Oxford; 
8. C. R. Crawford; Kaikhusro Kharshedji Dalal, Camb.; A. F. Filose; 
B. E. Ross, Camb.; G.R Venables, B.A. Oxford ; Mirza Mehdi Khan; 
G. P. Langton, B.A. Oxford; A. H. 8. Howard, King’s Coll., London; 
W. S. Bury, B.A., ‘xford, J. B. Wroughton; R. B. Howorth, B.A, 
Oxford; R. E 8. Gregson, B.A. Oxford; H. N. Dickinson, Oxford; and 
W. H. Drummond. 

Mippte Trempte.—J. H. Edgar, M.A., barrister-at-law, King’s-inns, 
Dublin, Certificate of Honour, C.L.E., Trinity term, 1904; E. H. Snell, 
M.D., BSe Lond., D.P.H. Camb., F R.S. Edin.; G. Borwick, BA, 
Oxon. ; A. M. H. Scott, B.A., B.C.L.; H. J. P. Sweeney; Unsuddowls 
Meer Ahmad Hossain; B. P. Cowley, B.A., LL.B. Camb.; T. Richard. 
son, B.A., LL.B. Camb., J. J. Powell Prize, Middle Temple, 1903; 
W. J. H. Seymour-Leet; A. L. Screech; L. C. Thomas; Pran Kisor 
Bose, B.A., B.L., Calcutta University ; W. W. Coombs, B.A. Lond; 
W. E. 8t. C. Moor; Nowroji Merwaniji ‘Tarachand; J. M. K. Chadwick; 
E. A. Hoffgaard; J.C. Adam; T. E. Forster; E. Upton. 

Gray's-1nn.—A. 8. Lupton, B.A. (formerly scholar), St. John’s Coll, 
Camb.; Nogendra Nath Gupta, BA., Hertford Coll., Oxford, BA 
Calcutta Univ.; Tarun Ram Phookun; C. B. L. Tennyson, B.A., King’s 
Coll., Camb. (scholar), Joint Whewell scholar, 1903, University of Cam- 
bridge, joint Arden scholar Gray’s-inn, 1905; J. F. Maguire ; Syed Sutran 
Ahmad; Jatindra Nath Mitra, M.A., Calcutta Univ; G. Bb. Harris; 
W. Procter. 





Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupents’ Dexsatine Socrzry.— Jan. 24.—Chairman, Mr. G. W. 
Powers.— lhe subject for debate was: ‘‘ That this house condemns the 
proposed method of disposing of the North Sea Outrage.’’ Mr. H. G. 
Barrett opened in the affirmative ; Mr. A. Hair opened in the negative. 
The following members also spoke: Messrs. Weller, Menzies, Singletou, 
Harnett, ‘Tebbutt, Gurney, Russell, Guillaume, Hung Khan, Pleadwell, 
Birch. The motion was lost by six votes. 








Legal News. 
Appointments. 


Mr. Rurvs Isaacs, K.C., M.P., has been elected a Bencher of the Middle 
Temple in succession to the late Mr. F. Clifford, K.C. 


Mr. Henry Barcrave Fixnetey Deane, K.C., who has been appointeds 
Judge of the Probate, &c., Division, is the son of Sir James Parker Deane, 
K.C. He was educated at Winchester and Balliol College, Oxford, where 
he was International Law Prize Essayist in 1870; and was called to the 
bar in 1870. He was Recorder of Margate and was appointed a Queen's 
Counsel in 1896, and became the leader of the Probate, &c., Court. Hews 
the author of a treatise on the Law of Blockade. 


At a Pension held on the 27th of January, 1905, the benchers of Gray's 
inn elected Mr. H. C. Ricnaxps, K.C., M.P., Treasurer of the Society for 
the ensuing year, Mr. W. T. Barnard having tequested that his election 
for the office be postponed. 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 
Water Hits and Joun Tuorn Dnvry, solicitors (Hills & Drury), 
Ramsgate. Jan. 26. 


Danian Epwarp Sranvonp and Wituam Cyn Goven, solicitor 
(D. E, Stanford & Goyer), Newcastle upon-Tyne. Jan. 24. 
[ Gazette, Jan, 31. 
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General. 


Mr. Justice Bucknill was reported by the Daily Graphie to have had a 
serious relapse, but the latest news is that he has quite recovered from the 
relapee, and is downstairs. He hopes to get away for a change of air next 
week. 


The judicial business of the House of Lords was to be resumed on 
Thursday last. The present list, says the Times, contains thirty-six cases, 
of which twenty-four are English and twelve are Scotch appeals, there 
being none from Ireland. 


It hasbeen arranged, says the Duily Telegraph, that the statue of Lord 
Russell of Killowen shall be moved from its present position to the other 
sideof the Central Hall. That this will be an improvement nobody can doubt. 
To have so placed the statue that it faced a wall wag clearly a mistake. 


The Judicial Committee had arranged to resume their sittings on Thurs- 
day, but as the attendance of the Lords of Appeal is required at the House 
of Lords on that day, the business in Downing-street will, says the Times, 

bably begin again on the 8th of February, when Colonial appeals will 
taken. <A patent case is fixed for the 15th inst., and Indian appeals 
will be begun about the 16th. 


Outside the legal world, says the Westminster Gazette, Mr. Justice Deane 
is best known for his enthusiastic interest in the volunteer movement. 
He has taken an active part in it ever since his school days. A member of 
the volunteer corps at Manchester and at Oxford, he joined the ‘‘ Devil’s 
Own ’’ immediately he became a student at the Inner Temple, and rose to 
the rank of captain. Subsequently he was transferred to the 21st Middle- 
sex, of which he became the commanding officer in 1888. He has been 
chairman of the Middlesex Rifle Association and a member of the National 
Rifle Association, and it was due largely to his initiative that the 
Runnimede rifle range was founded at Staines. 


Mr. Justice Lawrance’s surprise was, says the Globe, natural when he 
heard it suggested at Taunton that a man of seventy-three is incapable 
of managing his own affairs. ‘‘ According to that opinion,’ exclaimed 
the learned judge, ‘‘ I myself ought to be shutting up in another month.”’ 
Mr. Justice Lawrance is by no means the only judge to whom such an age 
limit would mean retirement. Lord Halsbury, Lord Macnaghten, Lord 
Davey, Lord Justice Mathew, Mr. Justice Wills, and Mr. Justice Kekewich 
have all past three score years and ten. At present the bench is without 
and octogenarian. That, however, is an omission which, all being well, 
will soon be repaired by the Lord Chancellor, who will celebrate his 
eightieth birthday on the 3rd of September. 


Sir Francis Jeune, in place of bidding farewell to the bar in court, has 
addressed a long letter to Mr. Bargrave Deane, K.C., in which he concludes 
by saying: ‘‘ And now, my dear friends, the time has come to say a last 
farewell. You must go your ways and [I mine, and yet I hope that our 
paths in future will not necessarily lie quite separate. For me there may 
perhaps, if I dare to hope it, yet remain in the service of the public some 
gleanings in the field of judicial administration, of which the harvest has 
been so ample. To you I hope and trust there may be very much more— 
that is, the firm friendships of years to be formed and strengthened ; success 
to be gained, clients served, and honour achieved on the fields of many a 
dubious conflict, and all the rush of iife which make for us the happiness 
and the glories of our great and beloved profession.”’ 


The retirement of Sir Francis Jeune was, says the St. James's Gazette, 
the cause of a singular application to Mr. Justice Barnes in the Divorce 
Court on Wednesday. The case of Croft v. Croft was part heard last 
sittings before Sir Francis and a special jury. e hearing had been 
adjourned until the 24th of January, but owing to the illness and conse- 
quent retirement of Sir Francis Jeune it had been impossible to resume it. 
Mr. Lawson Walton, K.C., who made the application, said the petitioner 
had been examined and other witnesses had been heard. Counsel added 
that he could not find any precedent for the retirement of the presiding 
judge during the hearing of a case, and in the circumstances perhaps the 
best course would be to re-summon the jury, and give to the judge who 
continued the trial a copy of the shorthand notes of the evidence already 
given, and, if desired, also of the opening stat-ment. Mr. Duke, K.C., 
who represented the petitioner, said he could not accede t» the suggestion 
made by Mr. Walton. Ultimately Mr. Justice Barnes said he would con- 
sider what was best to do in the circumstances, and give his decision in a 
day or two. 


The General Purposes Committee of the London County Council have 
submitted a report to the Council in which they express regret that Mr. 
W. A. Blaxland has stated his desire to resign his position as solicitor to 
the council. They add that Mr. Blaxland entered the service of the 
council as an assistant solicitor in June, 1881, and was appointed in 
November, 1891, solicitor to the council. Since the latter date the legal 
business of; the council, for the performance of which Mr. Blaxland has 
consequently for more than thirteen years been responsible, has enormously 
increased, In view of Mr. Blaxland’s long and assiduous service and the 
unfailing courtesy he hus aways manifested in the discharge of his 
important duties, the committee are sure that the council wil] share in the 
regret which they feel at Mr. Blaxland's contemplated retirement. The 
committee recommend that the resignation of Mr. Blaxland be accepted, 
and that such resignation do take effect as from the 30th of September, 1905 ; 
that a retiring allowance of £765 a year be granted to him as from the 
30th of September, 1905; and that he be retaived as consulting solicitor 
for twelve months aft+r his retirement, and be paid therefor on the 30th of 
September, 1905, a fee of 500 guineas. [We may add a recognition of 
Mr. Blaxland's great courtesy in sending to this journal from time to 
time printed matter likely to be of interest to our readers. ] 





Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Rota or Reaistrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 
Emercency Appgzat Court Mr. Justice 
Rota. ‘o. 2. Kexewica. Farwet. 
biceedsieenonn’ 6 Mr. Farmer Mr. Church Mr. King Mr. Beal 
SS = 
Farmer Carrington 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Swinrew Eapy. Waeainerton. 


Mr. Justice 





COURT OF APPEAL. 
HILARY SITTINGS, 1905. 
(Continued from p. 191.) 

FROM THE KING'S BENCH DIVISION. 


Heatley v Fieldings ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, 
dated Nov 7, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex Nov 14 

De Gorter v Attenborongh & Son Same v Davison (consolidated actions) 
appl of defts Attenborough & Son from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, 
dated Nov 2, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex Nov 6 

The British Automobile Commercial Syndicate 14 v Automobile Club of 
Great Britain and Ireland and anr appl of defts from judgt of the 
Lord Chief Justice, dated Nov 14, 1904, with a special jury, Middlesex 
Nov 16 

Foyerv Macey & Sonsld appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, 
dated Nov 8, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex Nov 18 

Simons v Day appl of deft from jadgt of The Lord Chief Justice and 
Justices Kennedy and Ridley, dated Nov 3, 1904 Nov 19 

Rowlands v Walker appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated 
Nov 10, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex Nov 22 A 

Berlins Mills Co v Lindsay appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Kennedy, dated Nov 11, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex Nov 25 

Day v Davies‘and aur appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, 
dated Nov 15, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex Nov 25 

Robinson & Co !d (in liquidation, &c) v Harris and anr appl of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, dated Nov 2, 1904, without a jury, 
Middlesex (and a cross-notice by pltff, dated Nov 25, 1904) Nov 12 

Robinson & Co ld v Harris and anr appl of pitffs from judgt of Mr 
Justice Walton, dated Nov 2, 1904, withouta jury, Middlesex Nov 25 

Wade & Sons’ Co ld v Cockerline & Co ¥P of pltffs from judgt of Mr 
Justice Kennedy, dated Nov 14, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex 
Nov 26 

Seymour v Pickett appl of pltff from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and 
Sealine Wills, Kennedy, and Ridley, dated May 18, and Nov 2, 1904 
Nov 26 

Gread v Pearson andanr appl of deft Higgins from judgt of Mr Justice 
Ridley, without a jury, Middlesex Nov 26 

Braithwaite v The Foreign Hardwood Cold appl of defts from judgt of 
Mr Justice Kennedy, dated Nov 23, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex 
Nov 29 

Gibbon v Pease appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated Nov 
15, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex Nov 30 

Hermann v Charlesworth appl of Pans from judgt of the Lord Chief 
Justice and Justices Kenn and Ridley, dated Nov 18, 1904 Dec 1 

Spear Bros & Clark ld v Hill, on behalf of himself and all other owners of 
SS Brooklyn City appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, 
dated Nov 4, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex (security ordered) Dec 2 

Imperial and Grand Hotels Co ld v Guardians of Christchurch Union 
appl of respts from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Justices 
Kennedy aud Ridley, dated Nov 18, 1904 Dec 6 

Wilkinson v The Scientific Press ld appl of pltff from judgt of Mr 
Justice Ridley, dated Nov 9, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex Dec 8 

Chapman v Cain appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Jelf in Chambers 
dated Nov 30, 1904 Dee 13 

In the Matter of «n Arbitration between Hucknall Urban District Council 
and Svuth Normanton, &c, Gas Co appl of the Gas Co from judgt of 
Mr Justice Bray (special case), dated Dec 15, 1904 Dec 23 

FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 

(ADMIRALTY). 
For Hrarine. 
With Nautical Assessors. 
(Final List.) 

1903, 

Duc d’Aumale —1902—Folio 274 The Marychurch Steamship Co ld v The 
Elliott Steam Tug Cold and La Compagnie Maritime Francaise (damage) 
appl of defts La o——— Maritime Francaise from judgt of Mr 
Justice Barnes, dated Oct 28, 1903 Nov 13 
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Same v Same (damage) appl of defts The Elliott Steamship Co ld from 
judgt of Mr Justice Barnes, dated Oct 28,1903 Nov 24 


1904. 


Toscana—1903 —Folio 586 The Owners, Master and Crew of the Steam- 
ship Bonny v The Owners of the Steamship Toscano, her Cargo and 
Freight (salvage) appl of defts from judgt of The President, dated 
April 14,1904 May 3 

H MS Sutlej—1903—Folio 567 The Aberdeen Commercial Co ld, Owners 
of Brigantine Charles Chalmers and ors v John A Inglis, H M S 
Sutlej (damage) appl of deft from judgt of The President, dated April 14, 
1904 May 20 

Millwall—1904—Folio 169 Page & Cov Darling Bros and Gasalee & Son 
(damage to cargo) appl of defts Gasalee & Son from judgt of The 
President, dated July 30,1904 Aug 12 

Colardo—1904—Folio 59 Hill and ors (S3 Boston City) v Wilson & Sons 
& Co ld (damage) appl of pltffs from judgt of The President, dated 
July 29,1904 Aug 12 

Regina—1904—Folios 280 and 281 Owners of Steamship Fifeshire and 
ors v Owners of Barque Regina, her cargo and freight (damage) appl 
of defts from judgt of The President, dated Aug 4, 1904 Aug 25 

London—1904—Folio 238 Owners of Steam Trawler Anson and her 
Master and Crew v Owners of Steamship London and her freight 
(damage) appl of pltffs from judgt of The President, dated July 26, 
1904 Aug 30 

Woodford —1903—Folio 521 The Hamburg Amerika Linie, owners of 
Steamship Prinz Waldemar v Owners of the Steamship Woodford 
(damage) appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Barnes, dated June 
22,1904 Aug 30 

Harvest Home—1904—Folio 132 The Owners of the Pilot Cutter Emily 
and ors v the Owners of the Schooner Harvest Home and owners of Tugs 
Nora and Clarissa (damage) appl of some of the defts from judgt of 
The President, dated July 21, 1904 Sept 17 

Clio—1904—Folio 194 Moritz Steinberger v The Owners of the Steamship 
a ppl of defts from judgt of The President, dated Aug 12, 1904 

ov 
Without Nautical Assessors. 
(Final List.) 
1904. 

The Commissioners for executing the office of Lord High Admiral of the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland v The Owners of the 
Steamship Minnetouka (damage) appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bucknill, dated Feb 16, 1904 April 7 

Maichrihanish—1994—Folio 269 Messrs Hugh Hogarth & Sons v Houlder 
Bros & Co ld (special case) appl of defts from judgt of The President 
dated June 11, 1904 

Millwall —1904—Folio 169 Charles Page & Co v Darling Bros and Gaselee 
& Son (damage to cargo) appl of defts Darling Bros from judgt of The 
President, dated July 30,1904 Aug 12 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH 
(New Trial Paper.) 
1904. 

Walsh v Bentley and anr appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 8, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
Bigham and acommon jury, Manchester Feh 20 

Denaby and “adeby Main Collieries 1d v Yorkshire Miners Association, 
George Cragg and ten others appln of d+fts Wadsworth, Parrott, 
Frith and Hall for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, 
dated Feb 13, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special 
jury, Middlesex Feb 20 (s o until after judgt given in House of 
Lords in ‘‘ Howden v Yorkshire Miners,’? by order) Same v Same 
appin of defts Yorkshire Miners Association, Cragg, Smith and Kaye 
for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and juigt, dated Feb 13, 
1904, sy trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex 
Feb 2 

Wilson v Scott Elder appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated March 2, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Law- 
rance and a common jury, Durham March 12 

Birmingham District and Counties Banking Cov John Lowry appln of 
dett from judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated 
March 18, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Kennedy and a special jury. 
Middlesex March 30 

Bishop v Willis appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated March 23, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham 
and a special jury, Glamorganshire April 7 

Cawtheray v Sanderson and ors appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 11, 1904, at trial before Mr 
Commissioner Bray, KC, and a special jury, York, and cross-notice by 
deft, dated May 13, 1904 April 12 

McElrea and anrv The United Society of Drillers and ors appln of defts 
for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated April 14, 
April 4 trial before Mr Justice Phillimore and a common jury, Middlesex 

The Lake George Mines Id v Gibbs, Bright & Co and ors appln of pltffs 
for judgt or new trial en appl from verdict and judgt, dated May 4, 
1904, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex 


May 14 
The 
of 


DIVISION. 


or, &c, of Lewisham v The Crystal Palace District Gas Co appln 
ts for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated 


May 17, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special jury, 
| 


Middlesex May 24 
Fryer v Flood and ors appln of pltffs for judgt or new trial on appl 





from verdict and judgt, dated May 3, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
Ridley and a special jury, Middlesex May 24 

Wood v Foster andors appln of deft W E Foster for judgt or new trig) 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated May 18, 1904, at trial before Mr 
Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex May 28 

Macartney, Mc Elroy & Co v Brighton Corporation appln of defts for 
judgt or new trial on appeal from verdict and judgt, dated April 28, 
1904, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middle. 
sex May 28 

Moore v Cotton appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated May 12, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Darling and a 
common jury, Middlesex (security ordered) June 2 

C Webster (1900) 1d v The Compensation and Guarantee Fund appln of 
defts for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated June 
6, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Channell and a special jury, Middle. 
sex June 14 

Catchpole v Bolton appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated June 8, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
Phiilimore and a common jury, Bury St Edmunds June 15 

Madoc v The Ryde Pier Co and P A Campbeil 1d appln of P A Campbell 
1d for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated June 9, 
— at trial before Mr Justice Darling and a common jury, Middlesex 

une 21 

Gardiner v Menzies and ors appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated June 16, 1904, at trial Mr Justice Darling 
and a common jury, Middlesex, and cross-notice by defts Fenner and 
Alder, dated July 20,1904 June 25 

Mason v Baxter ld appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated June 29, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Bray 
and a special jury, Leicester July 18 

Kay v The British Westinghouse Electric Manufacturing Co, ld appln of 
defts for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated July 
11, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Jelf and a special jury, Lancaster 
July 25 

West Riding Banking Co, Id (in liquidation) v Elmore and ors appln of 
pltffs for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated July 
21, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Bigham and a special jury, London 
July 27 

Worsley v Hulton appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated July 20, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Jelf 
and a special jury, Lancaster July 25 

Kennedy v Scott appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated July 21, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley anda 
common jury, Middlesex July 28 

Chatterton v Hand appln of deft for judgt or new trisl on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated July 9, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Bray anda 
special jury, Lincoln July 28 

Greenway v The Urban District Council of Llandrindod Wells Overseers 
of the Poor of Cefullys Urban District Council, & v Greenway and 
anr (consolidated) appln of pltff in first action for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated July 16, 1904, at trial before Mr 
Justice Kennedy and a common jury, Radnorshire July 29 

Williamson viSmith appln of pltif for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated June 15, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex July 30 

Airey v Weighill and ors appln of defts Weighill, Thompson, Stagg and 
Eliott for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated July 
12, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, New- 
castle on Tyne July 30 

Terry v Lloyd’s Bank ld appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated July 12, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
Channell and aspecial jury, Newcastle on Tyne Aug 2 

Voller v Army and Navy Co-operative Soc ld appln of pltff for judgt or 
new trial on app! from verdict and judgt, dated July 27, 1904, at trial 
before Mr Justice Bigham and a special jury, Middlesex Aug 5 

Wood v Gore appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated July 14, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley and a 
special jury, Bristol Aug 5 

Tavistock Rural District Council v Duke & Cold appln of defts for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated June 28, 1904, at trial 
before Mr Justice Ridley and a special jury, Exeter Aug 

Thompson v Smith, Holt & Gamell appln of defts for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated July 30, 1904, at trial before Mr 
Bray and common jury, Middlesex Aug 6 

Charles Webster (1899) ld v Compensation and Guarantee Fund ld appln 
of defts for judgt or new trial on app] from verdict and judgt, dated 
July 29, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Bigham and a special jury, 
Middlesex Aug 8 

Redler and ors v ‘I'he Great Western Ry Co appluof defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated July 16, 1904, at trial before 
Mr Justice Ridley and a special jury, Bristol Aug 12 

Wright v Midland Express 1d and anr appln of pitff for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Aug 5, 1904, at trial before 
the Lord Chief Justice and a special jury, Birmingham Aug 31 

Partridge v Stephney, Myer, & Co appln of deft for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Aug 11, 1904, at trial before Mr 
Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Worcester Nov 1 

Paquin ld v Holden appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl from 
judgt, dated Oct 28, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance, Middlesex 
Nov 9 

Shrubsole v The London General Omnibus Co appln of defts for judgt or 
new trial on appl from judgt, dated Nov 1, 1904, at trial before Mr 
Justice A/T Lawrence, without a jury, Middlesex Nov 9 
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Frost v Aylesbury Dairy Co ld appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 2, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex Nov10 - 

Dresel v Ellis and ors appln of pltfffor judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Nov 4, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance 
and a special jury, Middlesex Nov 11 

Stretton v Stubbs appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 

* verdict and judgt, dated Oct 27, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham 
and a special jury, Middlesex Nov 11 

Macnaughten v Reynolds appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Aug 12, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
Channell and a special jury, Leeds Nov 12 

Saunders v Swansea Finance Co ld & ors appln of deft for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov4, 1904, attrial betore Mr Justice 
Bucknill and a common jury, Middlesex Nov 14 Saunders v Horne 
SamevSwansea Finance Cold (consolidated by order) applnof pltffforjudgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 4, 1904, at trial 
before Mr Justice Bucknill and acommon jury, Middlesex Nov 14 

Rahmel v London Road Car Cold appln of defts for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated Oct 27, 1904, at trial before Mr 
Justice Bucknill and a common jury, Middlesex Nov 15 

Hyde v Liddell and ors Hyde and anrvSame appln of pitff for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 7, 1904, at trial 
before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex Nov 16 

Jewsbury v British Natural Premium Life Assoc appln of pltff for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 9, 1904, at trial 
before the Lord Chief Justice and a special jury, Birmingham Nov 18 

Thomas v Mackie appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Nov 9, 1904, at trial before Mr Jurtice Lawrance 
and a common jury, Middlesex Nov 19 

Vallecard v Beyfus appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Nov 11, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Grant- 
ham and a special jury, Middlesex Nov 23 

Suter v The London Road Car Co appln of defts for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 14, 1904, at trial before Mr 
Justice Lawrance and a common jury, Middlesex Nov 29 

Brion v Aldridge and ors appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 11, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
Darling and a common jury, Middlesex Dec 2 

Stephens v Fry & Sons ld appin of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 3, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex (security ordered) Dec 5 

Clayton v Rowlands appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Nov 19, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex Dec 6 

J C Oliver v Jones appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Dec 8, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Bray 
and a special jury, Swansea, on counterclaim Dec 23 

Burton (widow) Executrix of Burton, dec v A G Dixon and anr appln of 
defts for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 
13, 1904, at trial before the Lord Chief Justice and a special jury, 
Middlesex Dec 24 

Aspden v Steam Engine Makers Society appln of pltff for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 10, 1904, at trial befcre 
Mr Justice Walton and a special yury, Liverpool Dec 24 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1904, i 

Evans v Lord Redesdale appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Grantham, dated Oct 31, 1904, part heard Nov 11 

Barratt v Kearms appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Jelf, dated 
Nov 28, 1904 Nov 30 

In re The Arbitration Act, 1889, and In re a pending Arbitration between 
S Pearson & Son ld v The Great Western Railway Co appl of Pearson 
& Son ld from order of Mr Justice Jelf, dated Dec 16, 1904 Dec 20 

Hattersley & Sons ld v Hodgson ld appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Ridley (with an assessor), dated Dec 15, 1904 Dec 21 

In the Matter of the Arbitration Act, 1889, and in the Matter of a pending 
Arbitration between 8 Pearson & Sons and The Great Western Railway 
appl of The Great Western Railway from order of Mr Justice Jelf, 
dated Dec 16,1904 Dec 24 SamevSame appl of The Great Western 
Railway from order of Mr Justice Jelf, dated Dec 16, 1904 Dec 24 

Jackson v The Mayor, &c, of Southend appl of pltff from order of Mr 
Justice Jelf, dated Dec 12, 1904 Dec 24 


In re The Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. 
From County Courts. 
1903. 

Williams v Brintons ld appl of respts from award of County Court 
(Worcestershire, Kidderminster), dated Oct 13, 1903 pt hd (s o until 
= judgt in House of Lords in ‘‘Turveys v Brinton’’) by order 

ict 28 
1904. 


Jones v Raine & Sons appl of respts from award of County Court 
(Durham, Sunderland), dated Feb 17, 1904 (s o until after judgt in 
House of Lords in ‘“‘ Royston v Granger”’) by order Feb 27 

Jones and ors v The Great Western Ry Co appl of respts from award of 
County Court (Glamorganshire, Aberdare and Mountain Ash), dated 
April 13,1904 May 4 

Philpotts v Bland & Cold appl pf respt from award of County Court 

(Glamorganshire, Cardiff), dated April 15, 1904 May 6 








Ellis, Emma v Joseph Ellis & Oo, T Roberts and J Taylor (surviving 
partners) appl of ~_— from award of County Court (Flintshire, Mold), 
dated May 20,1904 June 8 

Davis, Elizabeth v Guest, Keen, & Nettlefoldsld appl of applicant from 
award of County Court (Glamorganshire, Merthyr Tydfil), dated June 9, 
1904 June 23 

Clark v The Gas Light and Coke Co appl of respts from award of County 
Coke (Middlesex, Bow), dated June 8, 1904 June 29 

O’Flaherty v Owners of Edmondsley Colliery appl of applicant from 
award of County Court (Durham, Durham), dated June 3, 1904 July 4 

Freeman v Lunt, Sons, & Cold appl of applicant from award of County 
Court (Lancashire, Liverpool), dated June 13, 1904 July 6 

Jackson’s Stores ld v Wilson appl of applicant from award of County 
Court (Yorkshire, Leeds), dated June 22, 1904 July 11 

Rose v Johnston appl of respt from award of County Court (Middlesex, 
Bow), dated June 24,1904 July 15 

Pedley v The Delta Metal Cold appl of respts from award of County 
Court (Warwickshire, Birmingham), dated June 29, 1904 July 18 

Cherry v Waghorn appl of applt from award of County Court (Kent, 
Rochester), dated July 13, 1904 Aug 3 

Clasper v Commercial Gas Co appl of respts from award of County Court 
(Middlesex, Bow) Aug 9 

The Castle Spinning Co ld v Atkinson appl of respt from award of 
County Court (Ashton under Lyne and Stalybridge), dated July 11, 
1904 Aug 10 

The Great Northern Ry v Dawson and ors appl of respts from award of 
County Court (Hertfordshire, St Albans), dated July 25,1904 Aug 15 

Treharne v The Ocean Coal Cold appl of applt from award of County 
Court (Glamorganshire, Merthyr Tydfil), dated July 28,1904 Aug 16 

Peggs and anr v The London, Tilbury, and Southend Ry Cold appl of 
applt from award of County Court (Essex, Grays Thurrock), dated July 
16, 1904 Aug 23 

Middleton v Richard Wade & Son appl of applt from award of County 
Court (Yorkshire, Kingston Sern Hull), dated Aug 10, 1904 Aug 26 

Fletcher v Hawley appl of applit from award of County Court (Yorkshire, 
Barnsley), dated July 10,1904 Aug 30 

Willsher v Wass appl of applicant from award of County Court (York- 
shire, Kingston upon Hull), dated Aug 10, 1904 Aug 30 

Makin v The Cleveland Bridge Engineering Co ld appl of applt from 
award of County Court (Yorkshire, Kingston upon Hull), dated Aug 10, 
1904 Aug 30 

Aylward v James Matthews appl of respt from award of County Court 
(Surrey, Lambeth), dated Sept 29, 1904 Oct 12 

Harris v Nixon’s Navigation Colliery Co ld appl of respts from award of 
County Court (Glamorganshire, Mountain Ash), dated Oct 3, 1904 
Oct 21 

Whittle v The Great Western Ry Co appl of respts from award of County 
Court (Glamorganshire, Aberdare and Mountain Ash), dated Oct 5, 1904 
Oct 26 

Young v Meldrum appl of respts from award of County Court (Surrey, 
Kingston), dated Oct 18, 1904 Oct 27 

Withinshaw & Sons v Bailey appl of applicants from award of County 
Court (Staffordshire, Newcastle-under-Lyme), dated Oct 11, 1904 
Oct 28 

Gall v The Great Western Ry Co ld appl of applicants from award of 
County Court (Carmarthenshire, Llunelly) dated Oct 10,1904 Oct 28 

Simpson v The Ebbw Vale Steel, Iron, and Coal Co ld appl of applicant 
from award of County Court (Monmouthshire, Newport), dated Oct 13, 
1904, and cross-notice by respts, dated Nov 2, 1904 Novl 

Hill v Usher & Co appl of —— from award of County Court 
(Middlesex, Clerkenwell), dated Oct19, 1904 Nov 8 

Plant v Wright & Co apyl of respts from award of County Court 
(Warwickshire, Birmingham), dated Oct 27, 1904 Nov9 

Coles v Anderson appl of applicant from award of County Court 
(Middlesex, Shoreditch), dated Oct 25,1904 Nov 12 

Major v The Great Western Railway Co appl of applicant from award of 
County Court (Glamorganshire, Swansea), dated Oct 24,1904 Nov 12 

Cockayne v Edgar, Allan & Co appl of respts from award of County 
Court (Yorkshire, Sheffield), dated Oct 27, 1904 Nov 17 

Dobbie & Son v O’Brien appl of applicant from award of County Court 
(Lancashire, Liverpool), dated Nov 11, 1904 Nov 25 

Day v Bishop Bros appl of respts from award of County Court 
( ), dated Nov 10, 1904 Nov 30 

Crosfield & Sons ld v Tanian appl of applicant from award of County 
Court (Lancashire, Warrington), dated Nov 10,1904 Dec 1 

Marsh v Bowden appl of respts from award of County Court (Derby- 
shire, Bakewell), dated Nov 15, 1904 Dec 5 

Chivers v Keen appl of respt from award of County Court (Surrey, 
Wandsworth), dated Nov 28, 1904 Dec 8 

Sharp v Johnson & Cold appl of applicant from award of County Court 

_ (Kent, Greenwich) Dec 15 

G Hartley v JW Quick appl of respt from award of County Court 
(Portsmouth, Hants), dated 8, 1904 Dec 23 

N.B.—The above List contains Chancery, Palatine, and King’s Bench 

Final and Interlocutory Appeals, &c, set down to Dec 24th, 1904. 








Frxep Incomes.—Houses and Residential Flats can now be Furnished 
on a new System of Deferred Payments especially adapted for those with 
fixed spree sy se es to —— heoltie auniad te oak from the 
largest stoc' the World. Everything legibly mar figures. 
Maple & Co. (Limited), Tottenham Court-road, London, W.—[{Apvr.] 
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The Property Mart. 


Results of Sales. 
Messrs. oon, By ey Farmer, & Sopesiaats sold, at the Mart, on Tuesday 





last, a R ont of ti two lives, aged 65 and 63, to Two One-sixth Shares of 
+ ne pr of £251 5s., secured upon 39 houses in St. Albans-avenue, West 
Bedford-park, Nelde Sydenbam; and Marie Villas, Pembroke-road, agen i 


hill. Mortgages of £2,800 ‘at 4 per cent. on 26 houses in Nelson-road and Victo 

Wimbledon ; and Sea ‘at 5 per cent. on three life interests; £26 London and N.W. cine 

—_——_ Consolid ted Stock ; and about £64 uninvested capital, all standing in the name 
Trustees, for 21,575. 


Reversions AnD Lire Pouicres. 

Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrietp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 780) of the 
above Interests at the Mart, E.C.,on Thursiay last, when the following were sold, the 
total realized — a 462. 

REVERSION £ s. 


Absolute to £1,500; lives 54and 52... ovo «. Bold 425 0 
Absolute to One-sixth of £1,800; lifé és 120 0 
Absolute to Freeholds at Great ie and India Btock o « 130 0 
LIFE POLICIES for £5,000, with profits; life 62 9» 2,767 10 








Winding-up Notices. 


London Gaszette.—Frivay, Jan, 27. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep 1x CHANCERY. 

AppankRan CoyxsOLipaTep Mixes, Limitep—Petn for ain up, presented Jan 24, 
directed to be heard Feb 7. James, Lincoln's inn fields, for Hancock, 8t Agnes, tolor 
for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in 

toe afternoon of Feb 6 

G Saeco & Sow, Limrrep - Creditors are required, on or before March 9, t> send in 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Backett, 
= chmbrs, Temple tow, Birmingham. Reece & Harris, Birmingham, solors for 

iquidator 

Hore: vv Norp (Covoese), Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 10, to 
send their names and address+s, and the particulars of their debts or c'aims, to James 
Edward Costello, 90, Cannon st 

Jous Tossicurre & Rox, Liuitep —Creditors are required, on or before March 7, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their d: bts or claims. to James Butter- 
worth, Abraham Whitworth and William Shepherd, 26, South st, Rochdale. Hartley & 
Son, solors for liquidators 

a a a L'Exyv ona Lourrrp—Creditors sre required, on or before Feb 27, to send 

eir names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Perey Luck 
wile, Salisbury House, London wall 

Srock axp Drresture CORPORATION, cong Petn for winding uo. presented Dec 16, 
directed to be heard Feb 7. st, solor for petner. Notice ef appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the a of Feb 


London Gasette.—Tvurspay. Jan 3 
JOINT Ss8TOCK COMPANIES. 


Bing, Avaustus, Princes st, Hanover "% Glover March 25 Thrupp & Co, eam 

Bieas, Mary ‘Aww, Tavistock, Devon Feb 24 Chilcott & Chilectt, Tavistoc! 

tanene, oe Joun, Bourne End, Wooburn, Bucks Feb 19 Clarke " Son, High 

Bua o_o Norfolk, Farmer Marchi Stevens & Co, Norwich 
CKBURN, RoBEBT, () . 

Buakg, Wits, a Som, ie Feb 9 Fawcett & Unsworth, Morecambe 

BLEeakLepGr, ELLen March , Wigan 

Baicstockr, Mary Hapierre Prayer, Ryde, I of W Feb 25 Ratcliffe, Ryde 

BrowxsworD, Henry, Heaton Moor, Lancs Feb 20 Brownsword, Manchester 

Cane, Henry, Stanwix, Cumberland, Biscuit Manufacturer Feb 25 Clutterbuck & Co, 

Carlisle 

Carr, Jaxer, Henhill Chathill, Northumberland March 25 Forster & Paynter, Alnwick 

CHANTLER, JgssE, Egerton, Kent, Farmer Jan28 Hallett & Co, Ashford 

Cusmtee, Ss Faxyy Lyons, North Croft, Englefield Green, Surrey Feb 20 East, Basing- 


Coorer, Saran Emma, ge keb 28 Hurd & Son, Bucklersbury 

Cox, Mantua, Gordon Hill, Enfield Feb17 Patey. Finsbu ury 8q 

CrosTuwaltE, JosEPH, Keswick, Cumberland Feb28 Gatey, Ambleside 

Curtis, CHARLES, Newington Green, Mildmay Park Feb 11 Capen & ae Grays, Essex 
Curtis, James WILLIAM Joan, Beckenham, Timber Merchants March 1 Ward & Co, 


Kio 
Cu rasa Jae, Victoria rd, Gipsy hill, Upper Norwood Marché Upperton & Bacon, 


“72 Pemserroy, Egremont, Chester, Pawnbroker March 1 Pennington & 

iv 

Davies RBERT Howagp, Bryan, nr Wigan, Grocer March 15 Graham, Wigan 

Davigs, Reeinatp Srevenson, edd oy st, Portland pl Feb 28 28 ’Vernon & Co, 
eman st 

Davis, Hewitt, Beaumont st, lebone Feb 28 Galsworthy, Old Jewry chmbrs 

Dawson. Ricuagp, Hull, Carrier 14 Watson & Co, Hull 

Downy, WItLiam, Uxbrid dge rd, Ealing, Builder March1 Ward & Co, King st, Cheapside 

Everitt, FReDsRICck, <Bishop Ai Auckland, Durham, Jeweller Feb 7 Jennings, Bishop 

Auckland 

Guasson, Harrier, Penzance Feb12 Harvey, Penz: 

Gvopson, ALFRED, Bollo Bridge rd, South Acton Feb 27 27 Davidson, High st, Acton 

Grainpy, RacnakEt, Milton, Staffs Feb14 Adams, Tunstall 

Harvey, Grorce, Grove rd, Willesden Green, Builder March 14 Richards & Co, York 


Portman sq 
Senekin Susan, Slinfold, Sussex Feb 14 Cotching, Horsham 
Hoiiywet., THomas, Lindale in Cartmel, Lancs ‘an 96 Ashburner, Ulverston 
Jones, Joun Temenane, — Tregarth, Carnarvon, Quarryman Feb 1 


Rowland, Bango 
JONES, Wiis eres am Ruthin, Denbi Feb 21 Richards & Sons, Liangollen 
Kemp, Daviv Ronert, Connaught sy * 10 Thorne & Welsfo a, Gracechurch st 
Ksusr, Arraur Epwarp, Hove Feb20 Gawks & Son, Borough High st, Southwark 
Lesiie, Rev ems Josaua, MA, Holbeach 8t John, Lincoln Feb 25 Sturton, 
Holbeac 
Lowe, Jonny Maytey, Hyde Park mans Feb 29 Patersons & Co, Lincolns inn flelds 
McCakaick, Inpiana. Gateshead Feb23 WJS& J A8 Scott, ‘Newcastle upon Tyne 
McGepy, , Fane 18, Fitzgeorge av, West Kensington Feb 20 Robins & Co, Lincoln’s inn 
tiel 
Masks, Daniet, Cumberland ter, Regent’s Park Feb 18 Bischoff & Co, Gt Win- 
chester st 
Masrerman, Jane, Heckmondwike March1 James, Leeds 
Mies, CHARLOTTE, Sand:ingham rd, Hackney — yi Dunkerton & Son, Bedford row 
Pearson, Tuomas, Wigton, Innkeeper Jan 28 


Dacuisa, 





Limitep in CHANCERY. 
Epvuapriem Expioration Co, Linirep —Creditors are 
their names and addreese:, and the particulars of 
Stormer Gord, 56, Coleman st. Allen, Philpot In, solor 
Voor Morors, Litren—Creditors are required, on or befure March 17, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Athelstan Dangertield, 56, 
Cannon st. Allen & Co, Philpot ln, solors fur liquidator 
Warrexavat Gotp Mixtxc Co, Liatep (is Vorustary L-quipation) —Creditors are 
—_ on or before Web 23, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their | 
debts or claims, to Hubert Akers, 11, Abchurch ln 


uired, on or before March 17, to 
eir debts or claims, to Charles 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Frivay, Jan. 20. 
Batt, Harer, Daventry Feb 20 Crockford, Birmingham 
Bepuixeros, Ricuarn, Aberdare: Mining Engineer Feb 20 Phillips, Aberdare 
Be.1, Tuomas Jouy, Ramsgate March 25 Thrupp & Co, Old Cavendish st 


| Tween, Any, Richmond 


Parestoy, Joun, Preston, Beerhouse Keeper Jan ie Preston J 

Propyy, Percy Currorp, Paper bldgs, Temple, Barrister at Law March 2 Finch & 
Jennings, Gray’s iun 

Russet, gannen, Stockton on Tees, Hotel Manager Feb20 Thomas & Malkin, Stockton 
on Tees 

®carrow, Saran, Sunderland March1 wrasse Son, Sunderland 

Scorr, Rosext, Wimbledon, Jobmaster Feb 23 Foss & Co, Fenchurch st 

SHOOLBRED, WaA.rer, Connaught pl, Hyde Park ies 18 Barber & Son, St Swithin’s In 


| SLEAP, Tuomas, Bow ln ne March1 East, ball st 


Saute, WiL1iaM, Gillin; Feb 27 Norman & Stigent, hatham 

Surtu, WILiiam Foon Diasbery , Engineer March4 Boote & Vo, Manchester 
Tay.or, Haypon ALDERSEY, Toutioes Feb 23 Poulter, Queen Victoria st 

Feb 25 Thrupp & Go, Old Cavendish st 


Wa.zayk, Nicnouas Hupsox, Bingley, Yorks Jan 28 Dawson, ae 

Warsoy, Watter Wacker, St Leonards on Sea March 1 
st, Portman 

Wes.ey, Wii11aM Gitson, Chelmsford, Upholsterer Feb18 Maskell, Chelmsford 

Wiis, - aaaa Witla Epwasp, Winchfield, Hants Feb 2% Smith & Co, 


e 
Weermes sao, St George’s eq, Pimlico Feb 22 Tyrrell Lewis & Co, Albany ct yard, 
iccadilly a 
Wrvartt, Sir Ricuarp Henry, Grosvenor pl, Westminster Feb 28 Cunliffes & Davenport 
' Chancery In 


& Morgan, Somerset 














RSCH, = posing Wilson 
Gazettr.—Fnipay, Jan 27. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. | Jerry, Epwirp, Maidenh 


Agmsteoss, Cuanies, Portobello, Willenhall, Staffs, | 21’ Ord Jan 21 
li Victualler Wolve -thampton Pet’ Jan = | | Kaye, Tuomas, Barnsley, Hairdresser Barnsley Pet Jan 
Ord Jan 3 2% Ord Jan 24 


Anos, Maxuitias, Moo 
Court Pet Nev il Ord Jan 10 


Pet Jan 2% Ora Jan 2% 


13 Ord Jan'25 
Bovis, Geaoace Hexay, Wolverhampton, Cab tie | | 

wm Pet Jan2% Ord Inn 24 Pet Novs Or 
Seame Wituian, Cinderford, Glos, Fruiterer Gloucester | Lunwexui, Isaac, 


cot, 
Pet Jan%w Ord Jao U 


Dee 23 ’ Ord Jan 23 


Cones. Tuomas Joux. Northfie’d, Worcester, Auctioncer | Lovp, Esxest Epwarp, Levenshulme, po 


Pet Dee 21 Ord Jan 23 
Caxatiz, Feo AgtTive, Oakengates, 
Viet 


madeley Pet Jan2i Ord Jan 21 Highgate rd High Court 


Cranks, Water, Shuttlewood, Derby, Baker Chesterfield | Mayxeus, Wittiam, Lakenbam, Norwich, Baker Norwich 


Pe Jan DB Ond Jan 25 Pet Jan% Ord Jan 2% 


Coorze, Broxer. Buses Hamlet, Kesex, Baker Colchester | | | Mragavy, Gewny Mackeyziz, 
PA Jan Z@ Ord Jan 2% 


st, Finsbury, Manufacturer's 
Agent High Court Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 
ead, Painter Windeor Pet Jan 


rgate ct, Forcign Banker High | | Kuacr, Joux Heyey, Doria rd, Parsons Green, Tailor 

High Court Pet Jan5 O1d Jan 25 

Baxze, Hriexa Masia, Gravesend, Confectioner Rochester | | Lane, fewsy Percivat, Leighton rd, Kentish Town, Baker | 

High Court Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 

ee ee, Grocer Leicester Pet Jan 2 | | revenl, Sypszy, Leicester, Vinnadier Leicester Pet Jan | Sraouv & , ane Southampton, 
| 


| Lewrx, Sicuunp =, Ow Qua sctoria st, Director High Court | Sutcuivrs, 


Fruit Merchant Manchester Pet Jan14 Ord Jan 23 
Shropshire. Luxpy, Frevenic Gronoe Catvext, Parliament Hil mans, | Tuoxry, Haxpe., Stalybridge, Cheshire, Machine Broker 


High Court Pe: Dec 29 Ord 


ReEnDaALu, 


Bankruptcy Notices. hae ig he Henry, Salford,Grocer Salford Pet Jan DALE 


Anraun Weuestey, Brixton, Skirt Maker 

Court Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 24 

Rock, Henry, Gloucester, Fruit Merchant Gloucester Pet 
Jan 24 Ord Jan 2&4 

Ro.ts, Sipyry poet Southend on Sea Chelmsford Pet 
Jan il Ord J 

Rovston, Saison | A Grantham, Draper’s Salesman 
Nottingham Pet Jun23 Ord Jan 23 

Rowkz., Gzorce Hinpmarse, Newcastle on Tyne, Builder 
Newcastle on Tyne PetJan5 Ord Jan 24 

| Sinc ry ey <a Catford, Builder Greenwich Pet Dec 17 


Ord 
Coal Merchants 
Southam Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 24 
Liver, Brighouse Laan Coal Merchants 
Halifax Pet Nov25 Ord 
Mon Newport, Mon Pet | | Tay Lok, Herpert Sraniey, St Neot's, Hunts, Coal Dealer 
Bedford Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 
r Manchester, | | Teaxce, Water James, Norton, Glos, Farmer Gloucester 
Pet Jans Ord Jan 23 


Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 2 Ashton under Lyne Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 
Timms, Georox Wit.iiam, Bridport, Veterinary Surgeon 
Dorchester Pet Jan25 Pet Jan 25 
4 Bush rd, Dentist Tweep, Artnur, Greetland, n? Halifax, Rag Merchant 
Halifax Pet Jan ii Ord Jan 21 


Caseruax, Coazies, Norbitem House, Cainden st, Cabinet | Maguesvr pen ee Newark upon Trent, Baker Notting- Weve, Yay = Newcastle on Tyne, Corn Merchant New- 
Manufacturer 


High Court Pe Jan Ord "Jan 2 y 
Daxter, yey dy Jous, toutham, Grocer Warwick FetJan | 
re) 
Vacue.is, J eptnd Eow suv, Balsall Heath, Greengrocers 
Manger Birmingham Pet Jan 23 Ord Jon 


eatry PATan vA Ord Jan 


2% Ord Jan % 
Neevie, Curntes James, foutheon, 
ox Portemouth ' Pet Jan % Ord Jan 24 
| O.tven, Witttam, Denholn Mill, or Hassendean, Roxburgh. 
Nirth Briain, Farmer Carlisle Pet Jan 5 Ord Jan 24 


castle on Tyne Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 25 
Wii.iams, Exnest, Gower at, Photographic Dealer Chester 
Pet Jan23 Ord Jan 23 
Wow, ye poy Yorks, Boot Repairer Bradford 
Jan v3 Ord Jan 23 


Hants, Carriage Pro- 


Ver, Aireen. ”, New Bilton, Rugby, Warwick, Grocer | | Oneee, eae Rovext, West Hartlepool, Newsagent Wenn Fraxoe WituiAM Anrnur, Stroud, ‘Glos, Grocer 


Cone Manchester,Groer Manchester Pet Jan | Poxisovext, Mircnan., Hud 
an 


an 2 Ord Jan 2 


Hatcnns, Cusnies, Bristol, House Varnisher Bristol Pet | Pye, Wiitssm Suivren, Sheffield, Accountant Shefiield 
Jan BH Ori Jan B Pet Jan 2 Ord Jan 2% 


Pet Jan 2% Ord Jan 28 


Gloucester Pet Jun 24 Ord Jun 24 

Workarn, Wittiam Antuvn, Watford, Engraver St Albans 
Yet Jan 2t Ord Jap 21 

Yransixy, Jonny Evoan, Newport, I of W, Horse Keeper 
Newport Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 25 


, Draper Halifax Vet 









Agus 


Bakr 
I 


Biop 
€ 
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1 & Co, 

Bacon, 
agton & 


d row 


och & 


eckton 


’sIn 
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i FIRST MEETINGS. Frit, Atvaxp, New Bilton, Rugby, Grocer Coventry Pet | Jacons, (Davin Aurazp, Brunswick mans, Brunswick #q 
‘an 24 Ord Jan 24 Court Pet Jan 28 Ord Jen 8 
aT = ad *. Law 5, ata Builder Feb 9 at | Ganran, Josera, Grocer Manchester PetJan | Jonzs, van Tacmas, Macsing, , Glam, Collier Cardiff Pet 
a rd Jan 24 fan 24 
Bac ry HExstow Bedford, Cabinet Maker Feb 4 School Proprietor RKLAND, GEORGE, Ashleyhay spol Farmer Derby 
at i Messrs Halliley & Morrison, Solicitors, Mill st, | 9°™;8ING, Groncr Hoop, Eastbourne Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 28 : 7 
Baker, EE Sasenal, Confectioner Feb6 at | roy Sipe Salford, @s Galfesl Pet Jen me Momtbeter "Pet —, om 1 Janis 
12 3 Roches’ . Baker Norwich 
Bans, Ewan, » Bokion, Builders’ Merchant Feb6 at 3 Hinscu, te High Court Pet dan 24 Ord pee ma OE Oe —_— Vv 
19, Exchange s' m Market Gardener Bren M Isaac Ji Caddington, Beds, Licensed Victualler 
Bwp.zEs, Beast, Leloater, Grocer Feb6at3 Off Rec, 1, — rex an = . ite . a Det San’ Ord Jan 26 
Berri 1 i i THACKBAY 
BusuNELL, Roverr Joux, Llanfairtalhaiarn, Denbigh, — ee , Painter Windsor Pet Jan | Myzas, Motssormon — Lm ¥ ay) Company 
Veterinary Surgeon Feb 6at12 Crypt chmbrs, East- Mrsse, Ouansas Meneee, Healey, Hanley Pet 


gate row, Chester 
CuzaTLe, Tuomas Arrtuur, Oakengates, Salop, Licensed 
} one ll Feb 4 at 1130 Off Rec, 42, St John’s hill, 
rews 


Ons, Rare , aa Highley, Salop, Licensed Victualler 
Feb 13 at 1.45 Mr Spencer Thursfleld, Solicitor, 
Oxford st, Kidd 

CrestuaN, Cuaries, Norbiton House, Camden oo Cabinet 

Manufacturer Feb 7 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Doorson, WILLIAM, ere. Shop Fitter Fe 7 at 10.30 
Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Few, ALFRED, ‘Rugby, Warwick,Grocer Feb 6 at 12 Off 
Ree, 8. High st a Goneae 


GapiaN, JOSEPH, Manchester , Grocer Feb 4 at 11.30 Off 
Byrom st, Manchester 


HANsELL, ty be cay omnes | rd, Islington Feb 6 at 12 
HAssa., Te AMES ge, Carey ot Stalybridge, Cheshire, Iron 
Driller Feb 7 at 2.30 ‘Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 


Inzy, Joun Josepn, Tyston, Leicester, Chemist Feb 6 at 12 
Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Krrcuine, Joserx Guy, Gt Grimsby, Jobbing nga 
Feb 4 at 11 Off Ree, 15, Osborne st. Gt Grimsb: 

Kwarpton, I K Apet, Loudoun rd, Kilburn Feb 7 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Lesuiz, AtraeD Sreraen, Liverpool, Cinematograph 
pomee | Feb 8 at 1230 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 


, ‘Manoo Sappato, and Samuet Sassato Levy, Man- 
chester, Shi Shippers Feb 6 at 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, 


Loyp, Ernest Epwarp, Levenshulme, nr Manchester, 
Fruit Merchant Feb 4 at 11 Off Ree, Byrom st, 
Manchester 

Mosteomeriz, Joun, Staines, Market Gardener Feb 7 at 3 

0 oj & oo xR Ww artlepool, N: 

TLEY, ILLIAM RopeERtT, est H ewsagent 
Feb 6 at 11. Off Rec, 24, John st, Sunderland 

Peterson & Co, A, York road, Cusalion rd, Bailders Feb 8 
at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care 

Powisovski. MiTcHAEL, Heddersficid, Draper Feb6 at 12 
Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Rosorsky, ” ApRAHAM, Liverpool, a Feb 8 at 
12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpcol 

Sarrertawarte, Isaac, Kirkbride, Cumberland, Farmer 
Feb6 at 12 Off Ree, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 

Scorr, Lister Jounstong, Wetherby, —_ Feb 6 at 
0: , The Red House, Duncombe pl, Yor! 

Suaw, WILLIAM SoMERSET CLaRKkg, Boscombe rd. rd, Shepherd's 
Bush, Commission Agent Feb 8 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Spencer, James Artuur, Burnley, Confectioner Feb 7 at 
11 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Srevens, Joun Tuomas, igh st, Southall, Builder Feb 6 
at 2.30 Connty Court ffice, Beaside rd, Eastbourne 

Surroxn, Henry, Ashton under Lyne Builder Feb 6 at 
3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Townsend, ALBERT Epwty, ‘Gerrard st, Soho, Builder Feb 
6at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Warron, Joun Cuarves, Preston, Draper Feb 7 at 10.45 
On Rec, 14 4, Chapel st, Preston 

Warers, Wi. LIAM, Manea, Cambridge, Farmer Feb 17 at 
11.40 Law Courts, Peterborough 
ATson, THOMAS, Chorlton on Mealock, Manchester, Hair- 
dresser Feb 6 at 280 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Wexner, bho nage art pk, Brixton il, ge Instru- 
ment Dealer Feb¢éati12 Ban ruptey , Carey st 

WituraMs, Caartes, Peorhiwceiber, Glam, Aer Feb 6 at 
3 135, High st, Merthyr Tyafil 

ag Baxi aaa, ey _e Repairer Feb 6 at3 Off 

trel st, 0) 

Wennatz, Weue Arrnur, Watford, Engraver Feb 7 at 
3.30 The Lime Tree otel, 39, High st Watford 

Youxcer, Gzorar Wituiam, Colebili In, Fu'ham, Grocer 
Feb 9 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
AgusrroneG, CHaries, Portobello, Willenhall, Staffs, 
Licensed Victualler Wolverhampion Pet Jan 23 
Ord Jan 25 


Baker, Hetena Manta, eee Cunfectioner Rochester 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 

Brssett, Henry, aaa, Cabinet Maker Bristol Pet 
Jan5 Ord Jan 25 

Bueias, Busey, , Leicester, Grocer Leicester Pet Jan 23 

3 

Boutp, Gronex Henry, Wolverhampton, Cab Proprietor 
Wolverhampton Pet Jan2¢ Ord Jan 24 

Buckiey Wastes Cinderford, Glos, Hreseoer Gloucester 
Pet Jan Jan % 

Artuur, Oak tes, Sb 
Licensed Victauller Madeley Pet Jan 2i Ord Jan 21 

CLarks, oy Annee, Ebeitowees, rby, Baker Chestertield 
Pet Jan25 Ord Jan 25 

Coorzr, Sypney, Bures Hamlet, Essex, Baker Colchester 
Pet Jan "Ord Jan 23 

Cnestman Cuasany Norbiton House, Camden st, Cabinet 

ufact High Court Pet Jana Ord Shae 34 

Danist, Basse < Jonny, Southam, Grocer Warwick Pet 
Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 

Driven, a anv Eanxst, Stretham, nr Ely, aa Farm 
La ridge Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 28 


Euuerr, Wittian Heyny, Brooke, weutel, Schoolmaster 
Norwich Pet Deo.22 Ord Jan 


Faniey, Joun Tuomas, spaet, China Dealer Green- 
wich Pet Dec 23 Ord Jan 





Kays, 2 ore Barnsley, Hairlresser Barnsley Pet Jan 
 . Hzsry aR Leighton rd, ay Town, 
Baker 


Court Pet Jan23 Ord Jan 
Lesuiz, Atrrep Sreprxex, Liverpool, EE 
Exhibitor Li P 


et Jan 20 Ord Jan 24 
LuirweE.uin, Isaac, Newport, Mon Newport,Mon PetDec 
32 Ord Jan 25 
Loyp, Ernest Epwarp, Levenshulme, nr Manchester, 
Sevan Lean Gan oh ene el Cates 
BINSKI UI8, ,» Herne 4% 
Merchant Court “Pet Jan 7 Ord Jan 23 
Lunpy, ow ae y EORGE CALVERT, Parliament Hill mans, 
b d High Court PetJan 23 Ord Jan 23 
i Sir James Kennatu Dovucias, or TaxRpatT, 
High Court 


Brawha: ins, 
Pet Oct 13 12 Ord Jan 14 
Manners, Wii114mM, Lakenham, Norwich, Baker Norwich 
Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan u 
w, ALFRED Henry, Willenhall, 
Wolverhampton Pet Jan2i Ord Jan 
Marriott, W1LL1am, Newark upon Trent, ae Notting- 
ham Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 24 
Monteomeriz, Joan, 1 aad Market Gardener Windsor 
ce) ~*~ ty boty West Hartl 1, Ne t 
XLEY, Wittiam Roper, epoo! ewsagen 
Sunderland Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 
Pickering, Grorce, and Francis , * KEBING, Bath, 
tationers Bath Pet Dec 29 Ord Jan 25 
Pyz, Witi1am Sitter, Sheffield, Accountant Sheffield 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 28 
a: Davip, Manchester Salford Pet Nov 22 Ord 


Rock, Sees Seaen. Fruit Merchant Gloucester Pet 
Jan 24 

Rovstoy, Francis Fraxx, Grantham, Draper’s Salesman 
Ni Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 

Scuarr, Max, Bishopsgate st Without High Court Pet 
Dec 12 Ord Jan 23 

Suaw, Grorce Henry, Cudworth, nr Barnsley, Confectioner 

Pet Dec 28 Ord Jan 24 


Taytor, ca Sraney, St — Hunts, Coal Dealer 
Bedford Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 

Tuorr, Hanvet, Stalybridge, Cheshire Machine Broker 
Ashton under Lyne Pet Jan 23 Ora J Jan 23 


aa Grocer 


Timms, Gzorce Wiiiiam, South st, Veterinary 
Surgeon Dorchester ae Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 
Turner, CuaRLes gg Missenden, Bucks, Picture 


Dealer Aylesb et Dec 8 Ord Jan 23 
Licensed 


Vixyicompe, Toomas e... Swansea, Victualler 
Swansea Pet Dec22 Ord Jan 24 

Wuirakxer, Hersert, East Ardsley, nr Wakefield 
Wage Wakefield Pet Jan 2 Ord 
an 


Wiis, Ernest, Gower st, Photographic Dealer Chester 
Wi ay Shipton, Yorks, Boot Repai Brad ford 
‘oop, BENJAMIN or! irer 

Pet Jan23 Ord 

Woo.mer, Faaxce Wituam Arravr, Stoud, Glos, Grocer 
Gloucester Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 24 

We QBRALL, WILLIAM ARTHU Sas CE Engraver St Albans 
Pet Jan 2i Ord Jan 21 

Yearstsy,'Joun Epaar, Newport, I of W, a Keeper 
Ryde and Newport Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 


London Gasette.—Turspay, Jan. 31. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Amos Cnsmens, Pontypool, Mon, Hairdresser Newport, 
on Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 27 
ARNOTT, M nnn ig and Cuarvorts Agyort, Bridlington, 
¥ “eames Keeper Scarborough Pet Jan27 Ord 
‘an 27 
Bartey, Mary Axy, and Henry Wixpsor Marvow, Salis- 
bury, Builders Salisbury Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan’25 
Biraxinsuaw, Watrgr Fountain, New Gt Grimsby, 
Gt Grimsby Pet Jan'26 md Jan 26 
Jan 27 Mond Jan 27 
Brooxs, Lawrexce, and "hoe Grorct Expersox, 
ord, Kent, Picture Dealers Canterbury Pet Jan 
2 Od "Jan 28 
Soe! AL — Thatched House Club, St James st High 
re Pet Nov 11 Ord Jan 6 a. 
mapa ILLIAM, My hee Gill, Bristol, Newsagent 
Pet Jan5 Ord Jan 
Cengn 6, One Combe Florey, tet Taunton Pet Jan 13 
Comer, i Grorcr, Iifracombe, Gardener Barn- 
staple Pet Jan * es 


Brassett, _—~ Wituiay, EZ 
Baker Northam; 


Corrizip, A J, Sheffield, Slate Merchant 
Sheffield Pet Jan 6 Jan 28 

Daviss, Dan, Llandovery »Grocer Carmarthen 
Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 


Davis, Joax =e mE wed Ja 8 Abertillery, Decorator 
an 26 


Pet Jan 26 Ord 
Gnage, “1 ee, Coach Operator Peterborough 


euie — Kate, Whitmore Reans, Wolverhampton 
Waleall Pet Jan 11 Ord Jan 19 
way, 2 Frepsrick Sy = ty | Smith, Falmouth 


Jan7 
Church End, Finchley, 


Hurst, Many Anny, Nother _ 

. ae Lay ro EN com 38 Ord July 3 

BBOTSON, JOHN ALBERT Dearne, nr Rother- 
ham, Greengrocer Shediield “Bet 3 Jan 3 Ord Jan 3 








Jan 27 Ord Jan 

Naytor, Harey, | pon Trent, Glass Dealer Stoke 
upon Trent Pet Jan 2D D Ord Jan 20 . 

New, Emuaxvet Henay, Buckland mm Dors-t, Farmer 
Dorhester Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 27 

Norracorteg, Joun bal coy Gt Grimsby, Grocer’s Manager 
Gt Grimsby Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 

Peaarce, Tuomas, Beaumaris, Anglesey Bangor Pet Jan 

12 Ord Jan 27 


Baker High Court Pet Jan 28 


Roserts, , Regs, Liverpool, Mortgage Broker 
Liverpool Pet Jan18 Ord Jan 27 

Rosertson, Perer, Plover st, Hackney Wick High Court 
Pet Dec22 Ord Jan 26 

Rostxsox, Crem Witiiam, Park st, Hyde Park High 
Court Pet Nov4 Ord Jan 26 

Simon, Rarnart, Bell sh , Baker High Court 
Pet Dec 22 Ord Jan 26 

a Esxest Jesse, Herbert ird, Plumstead High 

pu Dee on Jan 26 

deme Josian, Wi 1 House Agent Guild- 
fora’ Pet Jan 28 Ord’ yan 

THratt, WALTER, ronan Painter Wakefield Pet 
Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 

sear 1 Jpiee Leeds, Wheelwright Leeds Pet Jan 25 

‘an 25 
Tra, Toomas Ke.ser, Kingston upon =A, = Maker 
upon Hull Pet Jan 26 5 Ord J 

Vickeamanx, WILLIAM, [Kingston upon Bul, G Contracting 
Joiner Kingston upon Hull Pet Jan 9 Ord Jan 26 

Wurre, Groree, and mGe Aveustvs Muuzer, Little- 
hampton, Fruiterer Brighton Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 28 

Wupess, | oy Greenfield, Polloxhill, Beds, Publican 


Waicat, Maurice Dawsox, Morecambe, Stationer Preston 
Pet Jan 11 Jan 17 

Witurm Josrru, Aldersgate 
High Court Pet Nov 26 Ord Jan 26 


Amended action substituted fos that published in 
the London Gazette of Jan 13 : 


Besse.t, Heney, Bristol, Cabinet Maker Bristol Pet Jan 
5 OrdJan 10 


Tames, 
Vi 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Anoy, Maxmiuian te ot, a Banker Feb 10 
12 Bankru] fey ble, 


at 
Baitey, Mary re and wy! _ Maavow, Salis- 
Builders Feb 9 at 12 Of Rec, City chmbrs, 


Brapiey, FREDERICK, Biliard Room 
Proprietor 


Lancs, 
Feb 10 at 3.15 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, 
Preston 
Burrox, i Thatched House Club, 8t James's st Feb 
bidgs, Carey 


9at 1 Bankruptey gs, st 
Quen, Heasert Hexny, Hawarden, Flint, Painter 
Feb8 at 11.45 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 
CRUMBLEHULME, JOHNSON Lomax, Souta shore, 
Feb 10 at 3 Off Rec, 14, 


~~ Denis a, hs, Feb 8 at 12.45 Of 
Daiver, Epwarp EST, ur Cambridge, 
Farm Labourer Feb 15 at 10.15 Of , 5, Peuy 


Cury, 
Furstaxp, James,and Wituiam Hewyay Daviss, Swansea, 
Cycle Agents Feb 10at12 Off Reo, 31, Alexandra rd, 


Swansea 

Granam, Rope General Dealer 
Feb'té at 11.15 TFowa Hall’ Rochdale 
p, SrspuHex Hewnay, Salford, Grocer Feb 8 at 230 


a? 
Hewriquss, Eanest 8, Lopgridge, Lancs, Physician 
Feb 10 at 3.30 yy 


—— Mae. t 12 Benkvupeey bia Carey st . 
a 
Iatsn, Hexrx, Lowestoft, Gunavunst Feb 8 at 245 
Suffolk Lowestoft, Suffolk 
JEFFREYS. Ly High \ i, Met Gusteaer 
Feb 9 at 12 Off Reo, 14, 


J Davip Jony, Bryn Olwen, 
°*Goal Merchant "Feb 8 at 12" Deer wz Rho, Pint 


row, Chester 
Jorxan, Aarne, Bethnal Green, China Dealer Feb atl 


st 
. 7 een 
at, Director Feb 13 at 


2 
Luyvy, Farpsaic Groner 4, SR Hill mans, 
hgate iy ee Fed 4 at Ul) = =Bankruptey 


18 
Lax, Henay Pracivat, tan 
Feb 8 at 11 y 


Corporatica st, Birmingham 
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Nexzviz, Cartes James, Southsea, Hants, Carriage and | Brassett, Joun Wit11am, Gobion, Northampton, Baker 


Cab Proprietor Feb 9 at 3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, | 


High st, Portsmouth 


Perkins, James Tomas, Bridgend, Glam, Provision Mer- | 


chant Feb9at3 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Povutton, James, West pl, : hapel st. Islington, Fur Dealer 
Feb 9at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Respatt, Artnur WE.LEsiEy, Somerleyton rd, Brixton, 

Maker Feb9at230 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Rosrinson, Crrit Wiii1am, Park st, Hyde Park Feb 10 at 
11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Rowe, Grorce H1: puarsn, Newcastle on Trne, Builder 
ne 10 at 12 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 

ne 

SauisBury, Ropert, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Hairdresser 
Feb 8at3 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, (‘hester 

Spray, Toomas, Rainworth, Notts, Farmer Feb 9 at 12 
Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Sranpina, Exnest Jesse, 
Lang os bidgs. Carey st 

Srroup & Yranrstey, Southampton, Ccal Merchants Feb 
10 at 3.30 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, 
Southampton 

Sutcuirre, Oxriver. Rastrick, Brighouse, Coal Merchant 
Feb 8 at3 Off Rec, Towsha!l chmbrs, Halifax 


Tuorp, Hanpet, Stalybridge, Machine Broker Feb 8 at 3 | 
Off Rec 


, Byrom st, Mavchester 
TuraLt, Wa.TER, Pontefract, York, Painter Feb8 at 11 
Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 


Towers, Hersert, Leeds, Wheelwright Feb 8 at 11 Off | 


Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Twerep, AnTHur, Greetland, nr Halifax, Rag Merchant 
#eb8 at 230 Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs. Halifax 


Warp, Jouyx. Smethwick, Staffs, Glass Dealer Feb 9 at 11 | 
| Jones, Evan Tuomas, Maesteg, Glam, Collier Cardiff Pet 


Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Bin mingham 
WanreinG, James Tuomas, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Tailor 
Feb 10 at 11 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, 
Birmingham 
Wetts, Ropert, Newcastle on Tyne, Corn Merchant 
Feb 10 at 11 Off Rec,30 Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 
Yarpizy, Wituram Josepn, Aldersgate st, Licensed 
Victualler Feb10at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Yearsiey, Jonx Evcar, Newport, I of W, Horse Keeper 
Feb 11 at3 Off Rec, 33a, Holyrood st, Newport, I of W 
Youse, Wi111am, Twyford, Hants, Builder Feb 10 at 2.30 
Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, Southampton 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Amos, Cuar.zes, Pontypool, Hairdresser Newport, Mon | 
Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 | 


Agnott, Marcaret. and Coar.orre Arnott, Bridlington, 
Yorks, Lodging house Keepers Scarborough Pet Jan 
27 Ord Jan 27 

Asntos, Wititam Atrrep, Birmingham, Confectioner 
Birmin; Pet Dec 21 Ord Jan 28 

Bartey, Maay Ayy, and Henry Wispsor Marrow, Salis- 
bury, Builders Salisbury Prt Jan 2& Ord Jan 25 

BrexixsHaw, Water Founraix, New Clee, Gt Grimsby, 
Tailor GtGrimsby Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 





| Brooxs, Lawrence, and Henry Georee Enperson, Ash- 
ford, Kent, Picture Dealers Canterbury Pet Jan 28 


Sunderland 
Buttarp, Heyry Howianp, Stratford on Avon, Antique 


| Cromer, Freperick Grorae, Ilfracombe, Gardener Barn- 


| Ercnecis, Witt1am Epwarp, Balsall Heath, Birmingham, 


Plumstead Feb 10 at 2.30 | Birmingham Pet Jan 23 


Northameton Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 27 
Brince, Taomas, West Bromwich, Gas 
West Bromwich Pet Dec13 Ord Jan 


Ord Jan 28 

Brown. Jutius, West Hartlepool, Clothier 
Pet Dec 22 Ord Jan 26 
Furniture Dealer Warwick Pet Jan16 Ord Jan 26 


staple Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 


Davies, Lan, Llandovery, Carmarthen, Grocer Carmarthen 


Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 
Davies, JuxN Freperick Cxarues, Abertillery, Decorator 
Tredegar Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 


Greengrocer’s Manager 
Ord Jan 23 

Goopyrar, WiLL1am Esuetty, Leeds, Fancy Draper Leeds 
Pei Jan7Z Ord Jan 27 


Grace, Epwarp, Edgbaston, Warwick, Coach Operator 


Peterborough Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 28 

Greep, Emtty, Karz, Whi:more Reans, Wolverhampton 
Walsall Pet Janil Ord Jan 19 

HariaypD, Harry, Hanley, Painter Hanley Pet Jan 19 
Ord Jan 26 

Inporsoy, Joun ALBERT, Wath upon Dearne, nr Rotherham, 
Yorks, Greengrocer Shetfield Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 28 

Jacozs, Davip ALFRED, Brunswick mans, Brunswick sq 
High Court Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 28 

Jays, James Nauprett, Guildford, Grocer Guildford Pet 
Dec19 Ord Jan 24 


Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 

KirkianD, Gzorce, Ashleyhay, Derby, Farmer Derby 
Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 

Mivevey, Joszrsa, 8t Peter’s st, Hackney rd, Licensed 
Victualler High Court Pet Jan17 Ord Jan 26 

Mitcae.y, Witu1am, Norwich, Baker Norwich Pet Jan 
26 Ord Jan26 

Myrinc, Cuartes Ernest, Hanley, Staffs, 
Hanley Pet Jan 27 OrdJan 27 

Naytor, Harry, Stoke upon Trent, Glass Dealer Stoke 
upon Trent Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 

Nay.or, Ruse, Spring Hill, Birmingham, Outfitter Bir- 
mingham Pet Dec19 Ord Jan 28 

New, Emanvet Hensy, Brockhampton, Buckland Newton, 
Dorset, Farmer Dorchester Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 27 

Norrscore, Jony Wii.1am, Gt Grimxby, Grocer’s Manager 
Gt Grimsby Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 


Carpenter 


Perersey, ANTON WILHELM, _— rd, Camden rd, Builder | 


High Court Pet Dec 23 
Parturs, Tomas, Birdwell, nr Barnsley, Contractor 
Barnsley Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 26 


Jan 26 


| Prironarp, Gzorce, Taunton, Ironmonger Taunton Pet 


Dee 23 Ord Jan 26 


9 ae aot” 


Ratrn, Georcr, Croydon, Baker High Court Pet Jan 
Ord Jan 28 
RoweEtt, Gzorct Hinpmarsn, Newcastle on Tyne, Builder 
ewcastle on Tyne Pet Jan5 Ord Jan 27 
Stanton, Josian, Woking, House Agent Guildford Pet 
Jan 28 Jan 28 
Sroxes, Wit.1aM James, Earlsfield, Corn Dealer Wands- 
worth Pet Sept 21 Ord Jan 27 
Stones, Eaxest James, Fenton, Staffs, Baker Stoke upon 
Trent Pet Jan7 Ord Jan 26 
Surroy, Henry, Ashton under Lyme, Lancs, Builder 
Ashton under Lyme Pet Dec3 Ord Jan 28 
| TuraLi, Water, Northgate, Pontefract, Painter Wake- 
field Pet Jan26 Ord Jan 26 
Towerss, Heanert, Leeds, Wheelwright Leeds Pet Jan 
Ord Jan 25 


Train, Toomas KE.sey, Kingston upon Hull, Sail Maker 
Kiogsten upon Hull PetJan 26 Pet Jan 27 

Trinper, Haroip, Nupend. nr Malvern, Worcester High 
Court Pet Sept 23 Ord Jan 26 

Vickseman, Wi.iam, Kingston upon Hull, Contracting 
Joiner Kingston upon Hull Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 27 

Waneine, James fuomas, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Tailor 
Birmingham Pet Jan17 Ord Jan 28 

WELLs, Roseart, Newcastle on Tyne, Corn Merchant New- 
castle on Tyne Pet Jani19 Ord Jan 27 

Wurst, Harry Arravr, Highgate hill High Court Pet 
Oct 6 Jan 26 

Witpman, Epwarp, Greenfield, Pulloxhill, Beds, Publican 
Bedford Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 28 
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Company Registration Agents, Seal Engravers, 
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116 & 120 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 


NEW COMPANIES REGISTERED. 





ALL COMPANY REGISTERS, BOOKS, AND FORMS IN STOCK. 


Twenty-sixth Edition (1905). 


Price 5s. net; by post 5s. 6d. 


A HANDY BOOK on the FORMATION, MANAGEMENT, and WINDING UP of JOINT STOCK 


COMPANIES. 


Price 5s. net ; 


By F. GORE-BROWNE, M.A., K.C., and WILLIAM JORDAN, Company Registration Agent. 


Fourth Edition (1905). by post 5s. 6d. 


THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 to 1900, and other Statutes and Statutory Enactments 


affectiog Joint Stock Companies. 


Price 25s. net ; by post 25s 


(1904.) Price 10s. 6d. net; by post 11s. 


By F. GORE-BROWNE, 


Edited by ALLEN GLYNNE-JONES, B.A., LL.B. (Lond.), Solicitor. 
Third Edition (1903). 
CONCISE PRECEDENTS UNDER THE COMPANIES ACTS. 


assisted by ARTHUR B. CANE, B.A., of the Inner Temple, Editor of Alpe’s ‘‘ Law of Stamp Duties.” 


. 9d. 


M.A. K.C,, 
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